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ABSTRACT 

The aim of this study is to examine the 6th-grade mathematics curriculum based on teachers’ opinions 
within the framework of the Metfessel-Michael evaluation model. In the study, a semi-structured 
interview form, developed by the researchers and one of the qualitative data collection techniques, 
was used. To obtain the necessary data for the research, interviews were conducted on a voluntary 
basis with 24 mathematics teachers working in public schools, whose professional experience ranged 
between 1 and 25 years. During the interviews, open-ended questions were asked to teachers 
regarding the transferability of the curriculum’s learning outcomes, the adequacy of its content, the 
physical facilities, the teaching methods used, the assessment and evaluation approach, and the 
aspects of the curriculum that need improvement. The study examined in depth teachers’ perceptions, 
experiences, and evaluations of the 6th-grade mathematics curriculum. Participants’ views on the 
curriculum’s applicability, the level of achievement of targeted learning outcomes, content structure, 
teaching process, and assessment-evaluation practices were analyzed based on their experiences. The 
research aims to provide qualified data on the functioning of the curriculum in the field by addressing 
teachers’ experiences in a multidimensional manner. The theoretical basis of the research is grounded 
in the Metfessel-Michael evaluation model. This model provides a data-based framework that enables 
a comprehensive and systematic evaluation of educational programs in the field. It not only focuses 
on outcomes but also takes a holistic approach to the elements of the curriculum—objectives, content, 
teaching process, and evaluation—by emphasizing the process as well. The data obtained from the 
study were analyzed using the content analysis method. The study concluded that, in general, the 6th-
grade mathematics curriculum is positive, but certain structural and implementation-related 
improvements are needed. The research also offered suggestions such as increasing the variety of 
materials supporting the teaching process in the curriculum, simplifying the number of learning 
outcomes, and updating the curriculum by considering teachers’ practice-oriented needs. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Curricula are plans prepared to equip individuals with the knowledge and skills they will need in life (Demirel, 

2015). For a course curriculum to be successful, it is not sufficient for the program to be well-developed; it must 

also be effective in its implementation (Taba, 1962). Turkey experienced a major change in the field of its 

education system in 2005. A radical transformation was undertaken in the country’s education system by 

adopting the constructivist philosophical approach, and methods were introduced that allowed students to be 

more active in the learning process (MoNE, 2005). This constructivist philosophy, which has been adopted in 

Turkey and in many countries worldwide, was based on the process of adding new knowledge to previously 

learned information and reconstructing all this knowledge in the mind. Although a philosophical shift occurred 

in the field of education at that time, it was also necessary for the curricula of the courses taught in schools to 

be prepared in accordance with both the adopted philosophical trend and the student level, as well as the 

country’s socio-cultural structure. 

The Ministry of National Education (MoNE, 2005) developed its own curriculum development model and revised 

the curricula for all subjects. However, it was also necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of the newly developed 

curricula. Many courses were evaluated according to different curriculum evaluation models, and sections 

considered incomplete or incorrect were revised. One of the courses affected by this change was the 

mathematics curriculum. Particularly after the changes in Turkey, in middle school mathematics courses, not only 

formulas but also skills such as problem-solving and reasoning gained importance (Altun, 2020). Middle school 

mathematics is especially important in laying the foundations of mathematics because it is during this period 

that students learn to think mathematically (Van de Walle, 2014). There are many curriculum evaluation models 

developed to assess mathematics curricula. One such model is the Metfessel-Michael curriculum evaluation 

model, which considers both quantitative data and qualitative observations (Metfessel & Michael, 1967). This 

model evaluates all aspects of a curriculum (objectives, content, methods) simultaneously (Worthen & Sanders, 

1987). Its greatest strength is that it focuses not only on outcomes but also on the process. Thus, shortcomings 

in the curriculum can be easily identified and corrected (Patton, 2008). The Metfessel-Michael curriculum 

evaluation model is a particularly useful method for evaluating mathematics curricula (Şahinel, 2003). 

Developed by Norman, Metfessel, and Michael in 1967, this model provides a systematic framework for 

evaluating curricula (Metfessel & Michael, 1967). The model was influenced by the CIPP model (Context, Input, 

Process, Product) and Goal-Oriented Evaluation models, both of which hold significant importance in the field of 

educational evaluation (Stufflebeam, 2003; Tyler, 1949). The most important characteristic of this model is that 

it focuses not only on outcomes but also on all stages of the educational process (Patton, 2008). In this way, all 

changes and developments that occur during the implementation of the curriculum can be carefully examined 

(Scriven, 1991). The model’s holistic approach provides educators with more objective and comprehensive 

evaluation opportunities (Kirkpatrick, 1994). The stages of the model are as follows: 
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1. Determining Objectives: The general and specific objectives of the curriculum are clearly defined 

(Bloom, 1956). At this stage, the expected outcomes of the curriculum are explicitly stated (Mager, 

1997). 

2. Making Objectives Implementable: The defined objectives are transformed into concrete teaching 

strategies and management plans (Gagné, 1985). In this way, abstract objectives are broken down into 

actionable steps (Dick & Carey, 1996). 

3. Planning the Implementation Process: How the curriculum will be implemented is planned in detail 

(Posner, 1995). At this stage, scheduling, resource allocation, and responsibilities are determined 

(Kaufman, 1988). 

4. Developing Evaluation Instruments: Appropriate measurement tools are prepared to assess the 

effectiveness of the curriculum (Thorndike, 2005). 

5. Data Collection: While the curriculum is being implemented, information is gathered through various 

data collection methods, and this data can be obtained using both quantitative and qualitative methods 

(Merriam, 2009). 

6. Data Analysis: The collected data is analyzed using statistical methods, and because of these analyses, 

the strengths and weaknesses of the curriculum are revealed (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). 

7. Interpreting the Results: The analysis results are interpreted by educators, and these interpretations 

form the basis for revising the curriculum (Stake, 2004). 

8. Feedback and Revision: Necessary adjustments are made to the curriculum in line with the findings 

obtained. This process ensures the continuous improvement of the curriculum (Deming, 1986). 

 

Figure 1. The Tyler-Metfessel-Michale Model 

The success of curricula depends not only on the accuracy of the theoretical objectives but also on the extent to 

which these objectives are realized in practice (Metfessel & Michael, 1967). Therefore, the Metfessel Michael 

evaluation model offers the opportunity to analyze the functionality and effectiveness of programs in a 

multidimensional manner, considering not only student outcomes but also the teaching process, content, 
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environment, and teacher practices (Metfessel & Michael, 1967; Şahinel, 2003). The program evaluation model 

consists of five stages. 

 

1. Evaluation of Objectives: The extent to which the learning outcomes specified in the program are 

achieved by students and the ways in which teachers transfer these objectives into practice are 

evaluated. Examining the alignment between objectives and learning outcomes plays a critical role in 

understanding the effectiveness of the program (Demirel, 2012; Erdem, 2001). 

2. Appropriateness of Content: The suitability of the program content to students’ developmental levels, 

current experiences, and academic needs is evaluated. It is noted that in disciplines such as 

mathematics, relating the content to real life deepens learning (Yıldırım, 2019). 

3. Teaching Process and Methods: The compatibility of the methods and techniques used by teachers with 

the constructivist approach and the consistency of classroom activities with the program objectives are 

examined. Approaches such as problem-based learning, cooperative learning, and mathematical 

modeling are emphasized as effective (Altun, 2020; Baykul, 2019). 

4. Student Learning Outcomes and Assessment-Evaluation: The extent to which students acquire the 

knowledge, skills, and attitudes envisaged by the program is assessed using both traditional and 

alternative assessment tools. It is stated that process-oriented evaluation is more effective than 

evaluation based solely on results (Gür, 2014). 

5. Learning Environment and Physical Conditions: The impact of the school’s physical facilities, material 

resources, and classroom environment on the teaching process is analyzed. Due to regional differences, 

it is emphasized that program implementations should be evaluated within the local context 

(Küçükahmet, 2009). 

The applicability of the Metfessel-Michael model is particularly advantageous in terms of data collection in the 

field and multidimensional evaluation. The flexible structure of the model makes it possible to observe the 6th-

grade mathematics curriculum directly in its implementation areas, support it with teacher opinions, and enrich 

it with quantitative data on student outcomes indeed, it is stated that this model can be used effectively, 

especially in program evaluation studies conducted at the micro level (Şahinel, 2003). Through the integration of 

the model into curricula, it becomes possible to conduct not only content-based but also process- and outcome-

based evaluation (Metfessel & Michael, 1967). In this way, the reflections of curricula in the field can be observed 

more clearly, the difficulties encountered by teachers in practice can be identified, and constructive feedback 

based on recommendations can be generated (Demirel, 2012). 

Although the Metfessel-Michael evaluation model offers a multidimensional and process-based structure, it also 

contains certain limitations in practice (Metfessel & Michael, 1967). The implementation of this model requires 

large-scale data collection, which constitutes a significant burden in terms of both time and human resources 

(Demirel, 2012). In particular, the processes of collecting, analyzing, and reporting qualitative data require the 

researcher to devote considerable effort and attention (Gür, 2014). Therefore, the model provides many 
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contributions to the evaluation of curricula. One of the most fundamental advantages of the model is that it does 

not focus solely on student achievement; rather, it offers the opportunity to evaluate the entire teaching process, 

including teacher practices, content, methods, learning environment, and student interaction (Altun, 2020; 

Sarıgöz, 2015-2016). With the model, it becomes possible to analyze not only the outcomes but also the variables 

within the process, thus enabling a multidimensional examination of the applicability of the curriculum in the 

field (Baykul, 2019). Thanks to the integration of qualitative and quantitative data offered by the model, teacher 

opinions, observations, documents, and student products can be analyzed together to achieve more 

comprehensive results (Yıldırım, 2019). This approach makes it possible to understand not only what is taught, 

but also how it is taught and what kinds of interactions occur during the learning process (Şahinel, 2003). In 

addition, the applicability of the model at different grade levels and in different disciplines demonstrates its 

flexible structure and widespread validity (Küçükahmet, 2009). In this respect, the Metfessel-Michael model 

offers an alternative and in-depth framework for curriculum evaluation (Demirel, 2012). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine the effectiveness of the 6th-grade Mathematics Curriculum within the 

framework of the Metfessel-Michael evaluation model, based on teachers’ opinions. In this context, teachers’ 

views regarding the applicability of the program’s learning outcomes, the adequacy of its content, the physical 

conditions, the teaching methods used, the assessment and evaluation approaches, and the aspects of the 

program that need improvement were analyzed. Data obtained from semi-structured interviews conducted with 

mathematics teachers of varying seniority were evaluated using the content analysis method. As a result of the 

research, it was determined that the curriculum was generally received positively; however, some structural and 

practical improvements were found to be necessary. Accordingly, it was aimed to shed light on the problems 

encountered in the field by presenting suggestions for the improvement of the program. 

Research Questions 

This research aims to evaluate the 6th-grade mathematics curriculum based on teachers’ opinions within the 

framework of the Metfessel-Michael evaluation model. In this regard, the following research questions were 

addressed: 

1. How do teachers evaluate the objectives of the 6th-grade mathematics curriculum? 

2. What are the sufficient and deficient aspects of the program content? 

3. To what extent do the physical conditions of the schools where teachers work support mathematics 

teaching? 

4. Which teaching methods and techniques do teachers use in their lessons, and how compatible are these 

methods with the curriculum? 

5. Is the program’s assessment and evaluation approach considered sufficient by teachers? 

6. According to teachers, what aspects of the program need improvement? 
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Limitations of the Study 

The research is limited only to the 6th-grade mathematics curriculum. The participants consist of 24 teachers 

working in public secondary schools. As a data collection tool, a semi-structured interview form developed by 

the researchers was used. The findings do not have generalizability due to the nature of the qualitative research 

design; instead, they aim to provide in-depth descriptive information. 

 

METHOD  

Research Design  

In this study, the phenomenology design, one of the qualitative research methods, was used. Phenomenology is 

an approach that aims to reveal individuals’ experiences regarding a particular phenomenon and the meanings 

they attribute to these experiences (Yıldırım & Şimşek, 2021). In the research, teachers’ perceptions, experiences, 

and evaluations regarding the 6th-grade mathematics curriculum were examined in depth. The opinions of the 

participating teachers on the applicability of the program, the level of achievement of targeted learning 

outcomes, the structure of the content, the teaching process, and assessment-evaluation practices were 

analyzed based on their experiences. Therefore, the study aims to provide qualified data on the functioning of 

the curriculum in the field by addressing teacher experiences in a multidimensional way. The theoretical 

foundation of the study is based on the Metfessel-Michael program evaluation model. This model enables a 

multifaceted and systematic evaluation of educational programs and is a data-driven evaluation model. The 

model aims to address the goals, content, teaching process, and evaluation dimensions of the program 

holistically by focusing not only on the outcomes but also on the process (Metfessel & Michael, 1967). Thus, it is 

a model that can provide meaningful feedback to decision-makers by applying it based on the findings obtained. 

In the study, the data obtained through teacher opinions were structured and analyzed in line with the principles 

of this model. In this way, based on teacher opinions, the study aimed to develop a holistic perspective on both 

the reflections of the mathematics curriculum in the field and the evaluation process.  

Ethics committee permission 

Hatay Mustafa Kemal University, Social and Human Sciences Ethics Committee, Ethics Committee approval was 

obtained with the decision numbered 09 and 38, dated 03.07.2025. 

Participants 

The study group of the research consists of a total of 24 middle school mathematics teachers working in public 

secondary schools affiliated with the Hatay Provincial Directorate of National Education in the 2024–2025 

academic year. Participants were determined through maximum variation sampling. This type of sampling aims 

to obtain rich data on how the phenomenon under study is experienced in different contexts (Patton, 2014). In 

this regard, diversity was ensured by considering variables such as teachers’ seniority and place of duty. Teachers 

were included in the study on a voluntary basis. Before the interviews, appointments were made with the 
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teachers, and interviews were conducted at times when they were free and did not have lessons. The names of 

the teachers included in the study group were kept confidential and coded as T1, T2, … T24. 

Data Collection Tools 

The data required for the research were collected through a semi-structured interview form developed by the 

researchers. The interview form was prepared in line with a literature review and the Metfessel-Michael 

Evaluation Model. The interview form consists of six open-ended questions. Expert opinion was obtained in the 

preparation of the interview form, and the final version of the form was given after a pilot application. The 

questions in the interview form are about objectives, content, physical conditions, teaching methods and 

techniques, assessment-evaluation, and the deficiencies of the program. 

Semi-Structured Interview Form Questions: 

1. Regarding the Objective: “How do you evaluate the level of transferring the learning outcomes of the 

6th-grade mathematics curriculum to students?” 

2. Regarding the Content: “Do you think the content adequacy of the program is sufficient? Are there any 

topics you find lacking?” 

3. Physical Conditions: “Do the physical facilities of your school (technology, laboratory, etc.) support 

mathematics teaching?” 

4. Methods and Techniques: “Which teaching methods do you use in your lessons? Does the program 

support these methods?” 

5. Assessment-Evaluation: “Do you find the program’s assessment-evaluation approach sufficient? Do you 

have any alternative suggestions?” 

6. Deficiencies of the Program: “In your opinion, what is the most important aspect of the program that 

needs improvement?” 

Explanation of Interview Questions According to the Metfessel-Michael Evaluation Model: 

1. Question Regarding the Objective: 

This question is directly aimed at evaluating the objectives and product dimension of the model. It shows 

the extent to which the goals of the program have been achieved. Teachers’ evaluations regarding the 

level at which students have attained the targeted knowledge and skills provide qualitative data on the 

success level of the program (Erdem, 2001; Güven & Dere, 2019). 

2. Question Regarding the Content: 

This question is addressed within the scope of the input dimension of the model. This is because the 

topics included in the curriculum, the content of the learning outcomes, and the quality of these 

contents are among the fundamental inputs at the start of the educational process. Teacher opinions 

provide important information regarding the appropriateness of the content to the grade level and 

whether it addresses the cognitive development levels (Demirel, 2012; Baykul, 2019; Şahin, 2021). 
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3. Question on Physical Conditions: 

This question is also considered as an extension of the input component. This is because the learning 

environment, the materials used, technology, and physical infrastructure are inputs that directly affect 

the quality of the learning process. In this context, it is in line with the Metfessel-Michael model’s 

principle of considering environmental conditions (Güneş, 2022; Ersoy & Aydın, 2018). 

4. Question on Methods and Techniques: 

This question corresponds to the process dimension of the model. Which methods and techniques 

teachers adopt in the teaching process and the extent to which these align with the program are 

important in terms of the applicability of the curriculum. 

5. Question on Assessment and Evaluation: 

This question serves both the product and feedback stages. This is because measuring and evaluating 

student achievement plays a key role in determining the outputs of the program. At the same time, 

using the results of the assessment to make revisions or to improve the program contributes to the 

feedback mechanism of the model (Çakıroğlu & Yılmaz, 2020; Turgut, 1997). 

6. Question on the Deficiencies of the Program: 

The suggestions made by teachers based on their experiences are a valuable source of data in terms of 

identifying the deficiencies of the program and determining areas open to improvement. In this stage, 

where the model values teacher contribution to the decision-making process, the feedback received 

constitutes a basis for future program revisions (Demirtaş & Güneş, 2017; Gür, 2014; Korkmaz & Şahin, 

2013). 

Data Collection Process 

The interviews were conducted face-to-face on a one-on-one basis by the researcher. Each interview lasted 

approximately between 30 and 40 minutes. Prior to the start of the interviews, verbal and written informed 

consent was obtained from the participants, and the interviews were carried out on a voluntary basis. The 

interviews of those participants who granted permission were recorded using a voice recorder, and these 

recordings were then carefully transcribed into written text. During the transcription process, the participants’ 

statements were preserved in their original form, without any prompting or alterations. The interviews were 

completed between April 1 and April 30, 2025, in line with the planned data collection schedule of the research. 

The identities of the participants were kept confidential, no personal information was included in the interview 

transcripts, and all data were collected solely for use within the scope of this study. The confidentiality and 

security of the obtained data were ensured. 

 Data Analysis 

The qualitative data obtained in this study were analyzed using the descriptive analysis method. Descriptive 

analysis aims to present participants’ opinions clearly and systematically by organizing the data according to 

themes determined in advance by the researcher (Yıldırım & Şimşek, 2021). In this method, the participants’ 
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statements are directly quoted by the researcher and transferred into writing, and interpretations are made 

based on these quotations. In this context, the data obtained through the semi-structured interview form 

developed by the researcher were first transcribed into written text and then reviewed again for accuracy and 

completeness. For data analysis, themes determined beforehand in line with the research objective (objectives, 

content, physical conditions, teaching methods, assessment-evaluation, and aspects in need of improvement) 

were used as the basis. Teachers’ statements were grouped under these headings. In order to conduct a deeper 

analysis of the data, the content analysis method was also used as a supplementary approach alongside 

descriptive analysis (Yıldırım & Şimşek, 2021; Neuendorf, 2017). In the content analysis, similar opinions, 

recurring expressions, and notable emphases were identified. These similarities were brought together to form 

certain common meaning groups (Krippendorff, 2013). Additionally, the frequency of repetition of each opinion 

under each theme was indicated, thereby expressing numerically how prevalent certain ideas were. This 

contributed to the reliability of the research findings. Throughout the entire analysis process, the researcher paid 

close attention to remain faithful to the participants’ statements when making interpretations. In this way, the 

validity and reliability of the research were enhanced. 

FINDINGS  

This section presents the findings of the study, which examined the effectiveness of the 6th Grade Mathematics 

Curriculum within the framework of the Metfessel-Michael evaluation model, based on teachers’ opinions. The 

findings are presented in line with six sub-problems. First, teachers’ views on the objectives and learning 

outcomes of the curriculum were examined. Then, evaluations regarding the curriculum’s content, physical 

conditions, teaching methods, assessment-evaluation approach, and aspects in need of improvement were 

included. Each sub-problem was addressed thematically in accordance with teachers’ views. 

Findings Related to the First Sub-Problem 

Table 1 presents the findings related to the sub-problem: How are the objectives of the 6th Grade Mathematics 

Curriculum evaluated by teachers? 

Table 1. How do you evaluate the level at which the learning outcomes of the 6th Grade Mathematics 

Curriculum are conveyed to students? 

Code Participant Frequency 

The learning outcomes are clear, but lack of time makes learning 
difficult 

T5, T7, T9, T11, T14, T16, T18, T20, 
T21 

9 

Abstract topics are difficult for students to understand T1, T4, T6, T10, T12, T13, T17, T20 8 

Students’ readiness limits the delivery of learning outcomes T2, T3, T8, T15, T19 5 

The learning outcomes are appropriate to the students’ level T3, T4, T18 3 

 
As shown in Table 1, most teachers (n=9) stated that they were unable to cover all the learning outcomes within 

the available time, and that the lesson duration was insufficient for students to fully grasp the outcomes. In 
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addition, 8 teachers emphasized that especially abstract topics were not easily comprehended by students and 

highlighted the necessity of concretization in teaching. While 5 teachers referred to the difficulties in delivery 

due to the varying readiness levels of students, only 3 teachers considered the learning outcomes to be 

appropriate for the level. Below are the statements of mathematics teachers regarding these situations. 

T1: “Topics such as volume and ratio–proportion do not fully settle in the students’ minds.” T6: “Learning 

becomes more difficult when there is no visualization and material support.” T14: “Having too many learning 

outcomes in the program creates a structure that cannot be completed in time, both for the teacher and the 

student.” T3: “The learning outcomes are quite suitable for students, but in some years the students’ readiness 

level makes it difficult to deliver these outcomes.” T17: “Students have difficulty when abstract learning 

outcomes are delivered. Without concretization, it is impossible for them to understand some concepts.” T19: 

“The skills we aim to instill are good, but when students’ readiness level is low, achieving the target becomes 

difficult.” T20: “Although success is achieved in some learning outcomes, the speed and intensity of the program 

make it difficult for them to fully settle with the students. It cannot be studied.” 

Findings Regarding the Second Sub-Problem 

Table 2 presents the findings related to the sub-problem: In your opinion, is the content of the curriculum 

sufficient, and are there any topics you find lacking? 

Table 2. In your opinion, is the content of the curriculum sufficient? Are there any topics you find lacking? 

Code Participant Frequency 

The content is overly dense; simplification is necessary T4, T6, T8, T10, T13, T14, T16, T18, T20, T21 11 

Insufficient connection to daily life T2, T5, T9, T13, T15, T17, T19, T20, T21, T22 10 

Lack of higher-order skills (logical thinking, problem solving) T2, T5, T7, T11, T13, T16, T19, T21, T24 9 

Repetitive learning outcomes are present T1, T3, T6, T10, T14, T18, T23 7 

 
In Table 2, 11 teachers stated that the program is overly dense in terms of content and that some learning 

outcomes should be simplified. Ten teachers indicated that the content is not sufficiently connected to students’ 

daily lives, which leads to a loss of motivation among students. Nine teachers expressed that the program does 

not adequately address higher-order thinking skills. In addition, seven teachers emphasized that the same skill is 

repeated in the content through different learning outcomes, and such repetitions make the teaching process 

more challenging. Below are the statements of mathematics teachers regarding these situations. 

T1: “Some content is very repetitive. We see that the same skill is repeated with different learning outcomes. 

Instead, more emphasis should be placed on logical thinking.” T2: “More real-life problems should be solved.” T9: 

“Although the content seems sufficient, it lacks in making connections to daily life. Students ask, ‘When will we 

ever use this topic?’” T11: “I would like to see more emphasis on higher-order skills such as logical thinking.” T14: 

“There is too much repetition in the content. More topics related to students’ thinking skills should be included.” 
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T15: “There is very little connection to daily life. Students ask, ‘What use will this knowledge be to us?” T17: “The 

content is appropriate to the students’ age level. However, it does not promote skill-oriented development. 

Memorized knowledge is still very dominant.” T24: “Skills such as problem-solving strategies and modeling are in 

the background in the program. These topics should be given more prominence.” 

Findings Regarding the Third Sub-Problem 

Table 3 presents the findings related to the sub-problem “To what extent do the physical conditions of the 

schools where teachers work support mathematics teaching?” 

Table 3. To what extent do the physical conditions of the schools where teachers work support mathematics 

teaching? 

Code Participant Frequency 

Technological infrastructure (smart board, internet) is 
insufficient 

T2, T6, T9, T10, T12, T15, T16, T17, T18, T21, 
T22, T23 

12 

Lack of materials limits teaching T3, T5, T6, T10, T12, T13, T18, T20, T22, T24 10 

Differences in classroom equipment cause inequality of 
opportunity 

T4, T11, T14, T18, T21, T23 6 

Basic digital equipment is available, providing partial support T1, T4, T7, T8 4 

According to Table 3, 12 teachers stated that the technological infrastructure in their schools is insufficient, 

particularly emphasizing that the lack of internet access and interactive tools negatively affects teaching. Ten 

teachers indicated that the lack of materials complicates both the planning and implementation processes. Six 

teachers highlighted that there are differences in equipment between schools, which creates inequality of 

opportunity among students. Only four teachers stated that the technological equipment is generally adequate 

but remains limited in practice. Below are the statements of mathematics teachers regarding these situations. 

T3: “We have a smart board, which is very useful. However, we experience shortages in terms of laboratories and 

tangible materials.” T6: “Unfortunately, it is not sufficient. We struggle to use interactive materials.” T10: “I can 

say it is moderate. Some classrooms have smart boards, but the internet connection is problematic.” T12: 

“Insufficient. The use of a projector or computer is not possible. Conducting interactive lessons becomes difficult.”  

T15: “It does not support us. Apart from a few materials, we have no technological facilities. We manage 

everything through our own efforts.” T23: “We have a smart board, but there is no adequate material support. 

Additionally, we experience internet problems.” 

Findings Related to the Fourth Sub-Problem 

Table 4 presents the findings related to the sub-problem: Which teaching methods and techniques do teachers 

use in their lessons? How is the alignment of these methods with the curriculum?  
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Table 4. Which teaching methods and techniques do teachers use in their lessons? How is the alignment of 

these methods with the curriculum? 

Code Participant Frequency 

Time and class structure limit active methods 
T1, T2, T3, T6, T9, T11, T12, T16, T17, 

T20, T22 
11 

The curriculum is open to methodological diversity but difficult to 
implement 

T4, T5, T7, T8, T10, T13, T14, T19, T21, 
T24 

10 

Lack of materials and resources restricts methods T3, T5, T7, T10, T12, T13, T18, T22, T24 9 

Traditional methods (lecture, question–answer) are more widely 
used 

T1, T3, T6, T9, T12, T15, T17, T21 8 

According to Table 4, 11 teachers stated that due to time constraints and crowded classrooms, they have 

difficulty using active teaching methods such as games and group work. Nine teachers reported that they could 

not adequately implement alternative methods due to a lack of materials. Ten teachers emphasized that 

although the curriculum supports methodological diversity, there are physical and logistical barriers in practice. 

In addition, eight teachers stated that they generally tend to use traditional methods such as lecturing and 

question–answer. Below are the statements of mathematics teachers regarding these situations. 

T1: "There is a significant time constraint. Even if I want to do group work, the class size and time available do 

not allow it." T3: "For many years, I have focused on lecturing and solving examples." T11: "I implement problem-

solving and group work methods. However, the crowded classroom and lack of materials sometimes make this 

difficult." T13: "The curriculum is suitable, but the materials are insufficient." T15: "Lecturing and example solving 

are the methods I use the most. Although the curriculum suggests group work, the facilities are limited."  T19: "I 

try various methods: storytelling, question–answer, drama, etc. The curriculum is flexible, but insufficient in terms 

of materials." T21: "I use lecturing, example solving, and sometimes group work. The curriculum seems to provide 

support, but the textbooks do not reflect this support." 

Findings Regarding the Fifth Sub-Problem 

Table 5 presents the findings related to the sub-problem "Is the program’s assessment and evaluation approach 

considered adequate by teachers?" 

Table 5. Is the program’s assessment and evaluation approach considered adequate by teachers? 

Code Participant Frequency 

Performance tasks and rubrics are inadequate and unclear 
T1, T3, T7, T8, T11, T12, T13, T16, T17, T20, 

T22, T24 
12 

Result-oriented test system is dominant, process evaluation is 
weak 

T5, T6, T8, T10, T13, T15, T18, T19, T21, T23 10 

Assessment tools are diverse but there is a lack of guidance in 
practice 

T2, T4, T9, T14, T17, T18, T22 7 
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Upon examining Table 5, 12 teachers stated that the curriculum does not provide sufficient clarity on how 

performance tasks should be implemented and that the rubrics are not explicit. Ten teachers emphasized that 

the current system is largely based on examinations and results, and that there is an insufficiency of assessment 

and evaluation tools that monitor the students’ developmental process. Seven teachers, while finding the 

diversity of assessment tools included in the program positive, expressed that there is a lack of guidance for the 

in-class implementation of these tools. Below are statements reflecting the views of mathematics teachers 

regarding these situations: 

T1: "The assessment and evaluation approach proceeds based on multiple-choice questions. There are also open-

ended questions, but how performance tasks should be carried out is not sufficiently explained." T8: "Process 

evaluation is not conducted. There should be more comprehensive systems that monitor student development." 

T11: "There is no clarity in performance tasks. We spend a lot of time explaining to the student what to do and 

how to do it." T15: "Just solving tests is not enough. Criteria such as projects and observations should be used 

more." T17: "The test system is still dominant. There should be a transition to assessment methods that monitor 

the student's process." T22: "Assessment and evaluation tools are not applicable. Especially for projects, there 

should be clearer criteria." 

Findings Related to the Sixth Sub-Problem 

Table 6 presents the findings related to the sub-problem: What aspects of the curriculum, according to teachers, 

need to be improved? 

Table 6. What aspects of the curriculum, according to teachers, need to be improved? 

Code Participant Frequency 

The number of learning outcomes is excessive; simplification 
is needed 

T1, T4, T5, T9, T10, T14, T16, T17, T18, T20, T21, 
T22, T23 

13 

Material and textbook support is insufficient 
T3, T5, T6, T7, T10, T12, T13, T18, T20, T22, T23, 

T24 
12 

Skill-based and real-life related content should be increased T2, T5, T7, T11, T13, T15, T17, T19, T21, T22, T24 11 

When Table 6 is examined, 13 teachers stated that the program contains many learning outcomes, creating an 

unmanageable structure for both teachers and students. Twelve teachers emphasized the insufficiency of 

material and textbook support, noting that teachers are forced to produce content with their own means. Eleven 

teachers argued that the program has moved away from being skill-based and that content related to daily life, 

which supports meaningful learning, should be increased. Below are the statements of mathematics teachers 

regarding these situations. 

T3: "Textbooks are insufficient. More resources with numerous examples and extensive practice should be 

provided." T5: "Skill-based education should be emphasized more. It should instill thinking in students, not rote 

memorization." T8: "The biggest shortcoming of the program is the lack of practice-oriented materials. 
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Concretization is essential for abstract concepts." T13: "We should move away from rote learning and shift to a 

skill-based structure. In addition, the number of learning outcomes should be reduced." T16: "The number of 

learning outcomes is too high. Simplification is needed for students to learn both deeply and permanently."  T19: 

"It is not the students who learn but those who memorize that stand out. This situation should change, and a skill-

based system should be adopted." T20: "The pace and intensity of the program make it difficult for students to 

fully internalize the content. It cannot be covered in depth." T22: "Books and materials should be revised. In 

addition, differentiated instruction should be provided according to students’ interest levels." 

CONCLUSION and DISCUSSION 

This study evaluated the effectiveness of the 6th-grade mathematics curriculum within the framework of the 

Metfessel-Michael evaluation model based on teachers’ opinions. As emphasized by Metfessel and Michael 

(1967), the curriculum evaluation process should be addressed not only through outcomes but also through all 

dimensions such as the instructional process, content, teaching methods, and learning environments. 

The findings obtained in the study indicate that, although the overall structure of the curriculum is perceived 

positively, certain structural elements and implementation processes remain insufficient in meeting teachers’ 

expectations. While most teachers found the learning outcomes of the curriculum clear and applicable, they 

stated that there were difficulties in conveying abstract concepts and that the lack of time made this transfer 

even more challenging. This situation, as Erdem (2001) points out, indicates that the effectiveness of the 

curriculum will decrease if the “learning outcome–method–time” trio is not in balance. In terms of content, while 

some teachers found the curriculum sufficient, a significant portion stated that there were repetitions in the 

content and that some abstract concepts were presented without relating them to students’ life experiences. 

Yıldırım (2019) emphasizes that the lack of connection between the content and students’ life experiences 

negatively affects the permanence of learning. Regarding physical conditions, although technological 

infrastructure supports most teachers’ lessons, regional differences and the unequal distribution of technology 

to classrooms have brought educational inequality to the agenda. As Ersoy and Aydın (2018) state, disparities in 

school facilities are an important factor limiting the applicability of curricula in the field. In terms of teaching 

methods, most teachers reported preferring traditional methods due to time constraints and lack of materials. 

This finding is consistent with Altun’s (2021) study, which states that support in teaching materials and time 

management is essential for the effective implementation of the constructivist approach. Finally, regarding 

assessment and evaluation practices, although most teachers generally expressed satisfaction, uncertainties in 

the implementation of performance tasks and rubrics were frequently mentioned. Çakıroğlu and Yılmaz (2020) 

argue that, for such alternative assessment tools to be effective, detailed guidelines should be provided to 

teachers. 

In this context, thanks to the multidimensional evaluation structure offered by the Metfessel-Michael model, not 

only the content of the curriculum but also the practical problems encountered during the implementation 
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process could be analyzed holistically (Şahinel, 2003; Güven & Dere, 2019). Thus, more concrete and applicable 

recommendations regarding the curriculum development process have been generated. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The research findings reveal that there are certain structural and functional problems in the implementation of 

the 6th-grade mathematics curriculum. Most teachers stated that the curriculum is quite dense in terms of 

content, and this situation makes the process difficult for both teachers and students. The excessive content 

prevents learning outcomes from being addressed in depth and negatively affects students’ meaning-making 

process. Indeed, Köksal (2009) states that curricula should be simple and clear, and that excessive density can 

make learning difficult. Therefore, it is recommended to reduce the number of learning outcomes and to move 

to a structure where each outcome can be addressed more thoroughly (Demirel, 2012). Simplifying the objectives 

of the curriculum in a clearer manner and in a way that is appropriate to the student level can increase the 

efficiency of the teaching process (Varış, 1996). 

Teachers emphasized that the curriculum does not sufficiently establish a connection with daily life. It was 

expressed that mathematics topics with weak real-life connections do not become meaningful for students and 

cause the subject to become irrelevant. The lack of real-life contexts causes students to perceive mathematics 

as an abstract field of knowledge. This situation has also been emphasized in the literature; Özmantar and 

Bingölbali (2009) stated that students should be supported with examples from their daily lives to make sense of 

mathematics. Therefore, more activities and problem-solving applications associated with daily life should be 

included in the curriculum (Altun, 2020). 

Another noteworthy finding is the inadequacy of technological infrastructure. Many teachers participating in the 

study stated that smart boards frequently break down, internet connection is problematic, and due to the lack 

of equipment, digital materials cannot be used sufficiently. This situation causes interruptions in the teaching 

process. Yıldırım and Şimşek (2018) state that technological infrastructure directly affects the quality of lessons 

and that the effective use of teaching materials is only possible with sufficient equipment and support. In this 

context, technological equipment should be strengthened and in-service training on the use of digital tools 

should be provided to teachers (Turan & Yıldız, 2021). 

A large portion of teachers stated that due to the large class sizes and limited lesson time, they could not 

sufficiently use active teaching methods. It was noted that the applicability of group work, game-based learning, 

or student-centered practices in the classroom is low. This problem directs teachers more towards lecture-based, 

traditional methods. Baş (2006) emphasizes that to use student-centered approaches in the teaching process, 

classroom environments should be appropriately arranged and flexibility in terms of time should be provided to 

the teacher. In this regard, teaching time should be organized, class sizes should be reduced, and support should 

be given to teachers to make teaching methods more functional. 
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There are also inadequacies in the diversity of assessment tools in the curriculum. Teachers stated that the 

assessment and evaluation approach of the curriculum is mostly based on tests and that process-oriented 

assessment tools are not sufficiently used. It was expressed that performance tasks are not clearly defined, and 

rubrics are not well specified. Ersoy (2005) argues that in assessment and evaluation processes, focus should be 

placed not only on results but also on the learning process, and in this context, the use of process assessment 

tools should be increased. Therefore, for teachers to effectively implement performance tasks, clear guidelines, 

understandable rubrics, and structured sample applications should be provided (Baykul, 2010). 

Teachers believe that the curriculum should be more skill-based, practice-oriented, and student-centered. 

Instead of a structure based on rote knowledge, a curriculum is requested that includes activities to develop 

students’ mathematical thinking, problem-solving, and critical thinking skills. This view is also consistent with 

many studies. Aktaş and Ünlü (2013) state that skill-based approaches in mathematics teaching increase 

students’ permanent learning and improve their ability to produce solutions to real-life problems. In this regard, 

more space should be given in the curriculum to problem-based learning, modeling activities, and practical 

applications (Bozkurt & Koç, 2020). 
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