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ABSTRACT
In the current study, the purpose is to determine the relationship between teachers’
autonomy behaviors and learner autonomy support behaviors. The current study was
designed in the survey model. The population of the study is comprised of teachers working
in elementary, secondary and high schools located in the city of Mugla, Turkey, and its
surrounding districts during the 2015-2016 school year. The sampling of the study consists of
428 teachers selected through disproportional cluster sampling technique. In the study, the
Teacher Autonomy Scale and Learner Autonomy Support Behaviors Scale were used as data
collection tools. In the analysis of the data, descriptive statistics, t-test, ANOVA, correlation
and multiple regression analysis were employed. The results of the analyses revealed that
the general autonomy behaviors of the teachers are above medium level. The autonomy
behavior most frequently exhibited by the teachers is communication autonomy and the least
exhibited is professional development autonomy. The teachers are of the opinion that they
often demonstrate learner autonomy support behaviors. There is a medium level and same
directional correlation between the teacher autonomy and learner autonomy support
behaviors. The dimensions of teacher autonomy explain 12% of learner autonomy support
behaviors. Communication autonomy and teaching process autonomy are important

predictors of learner autonomy support behaviors.
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INTRODUCTION

Developments taking place in educational sciences in tandem with the scientific
developments in the world have not only changed educational-instructional settings but also
affected and changed the needs of teachers and students. Therefore, there is a need for new
schools regulations; and, as we are in an age witnessing rapid changes, schools and
educational settings cannot remain unchanged. The approaches relying on teacher authority
for information acquisition for centuries have been undergoing changes and thus learning
settings have been forced to change. In this process of change, in order to increase learner
achievement, greater importance is being attached to the foundation of student-centered
learning environments. Parallel to this change, teachers should place students at the center of
his/her instruction because in a student-centered learning environment, the teacher has an
indispensable role (Horstman & White, 2002, as cited in Balim, Kesercioglu, Inel, & Evrekli,
2009). In student-centered instruction, there is a need for teachers who provide guidance for
their students in the construction of knowledge, to prepare, with the participation of their
students, a classroom environment designed for the effective learning of students, and to
motivate them by accepting the idea that students can make their own preferences and
student autonomy should be promoted (Brooks & Brooks, 1993, as cited in Oguz, 2013b).
However, in order to meet this need, teachers need to exhibit autonomous behaviors
(Pearson & Hall, 1993; Short, 1994). Teachers’ autonomous behaviors are gaining greater
priority in terms of nurturing development at schools (Conley, Schmidle, & Shedd, 1988;
Luthans, 1992; Morgan, 1997; Pearson & Moomaw, 2005; Smylie, 1992). For instance, it was
found that when teachers have more autonomy power, their professional autonomy also
improves (Bryk, Sebring, Kerbow, Rollow, & Easton, 1998).

Teacher autonomy can be defined as teachers’ planning, implementing their
professional activities within certain restrictions, making preferences in terms of the
organization of the working environment and participating in administrative processes
(Pearson & Moomaw, 2005). According to Short (1994), teacher autonomy should be
considered within the concept of empowering the teacher in relation to his/her authority and
responsibilities. The topics in which the teacher should be provided with autonomy are
discussed in the literature. In instructional environments, it is not correct to grant unlimited
freedom to teachers. However, freedom can be given teachers in making decisions directly
related to instruction (Colak, 2016, p. 121). This freedom granted to teachers is classified
differently in the literature. These are planning and implementing instruction (Freidman,
1999; Pearson & Hall, 1993; White, 1992); participating in administrative processes
(Freidman, 1999; Ingersol, 2007) and developing professional capacity and skills; that is,
professional development (Steh & Pozarnik, 2005). Various models have been developed
concerning the concept of teacher autonomy. The most important of these models is
MacBeath’s (2012) professional autonomy model. According to this model, workers have
control on activities.

In the literature, it is stated that teacher autonomy is needed for the private life of
teachers, is effective for the job satisfaction of teachers and is indispensable for teachers to
thoroughly fulfill their roles. These theoretical claims propose that autonomy decreases the
stress of teachers and increases job satisfaction and professional competency (Pearson &
Moomaw, 2005), decreases negative student behaviors and improves the relationships
between workers (Ingersoll, 1996). Thus, it can be maintained that teachers having teacher
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autonomy have higher motivation to do their job because most of the teachers state that the
most satisfying aspect of their profession is to help students academically and prosper on a
personal level. In this regard, teachers” developing their autonomy skills is also important in
terms of arranging student-centered and constructive learning environments.

A constructivist learning environment allows arrangements to make it possible for
students to construct knowledge on their own. In the construction of the knowledge, the
teacher provides guidance for students. For students to construct their own knowledge, they
should be encouraged by their teachers (Dolmans, Wolfhagen, Scherpbier, & Van Der
Vleuten, 2003, as cited in Balim et al., 2009). Teachers” support for students” autonomy by
organizing classroom environments in line with the desires of the students might contribute
to the development of students” autonomy behaviors (Oguz, 2013). Development of students’
autonomy behaviors is conceptualized as learner autonomy in the literature.

The concept of learner autonomy can be defined as students’ taking responsibility for
their own learning (Little, 1995). Teachers supporting their students’ learning autonomy can
enable them to demonstrate their abilities, express their feelings and opinions comfortably,
go on with their own preferences and make use of their own learning styles. The teacher’s
autonomy support can be seen as interpersonal behavior displayed to define, nurture and
form students’ sources of intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985, as cited in Nufiez,
Fernandez, Ledn, & Grijalvo, 2015). Therefore, autonomy support is related to the creation of
an environment where no pressure is put upon students to demonstrate the desired
behaviors; instead, they are encouraged to just be themselves (Ryan & Deci, 2004, as cited in
Nunez et al., 2015). The opposite of autonomy support is controlling. Controlling teachers
tend to exhibit oppressive behaviors. However, autonomy supportive environments are
stated to be conducive to the development of students (Reeve, 2009, as cited in Nufiez et al.,
2015). Accordingly, the teacher might be taught to adopt an autonomy supportive style to
inculcate the perception that the teacher supports autonomy in students. As a result, an
autonomy supportive instructional environment contributes to the development of both
students and schools (Reeve, Ryan, Deci, & Jang, 2007, as cited in Nufiez et al., 2015). To do
so, teachers need to believe that they have to support student autonomy.

Three basic beliefs have been determined as the main determiners of whether or not
teachers will exhibit high or low tendency towards autonomy supportive instruction (Roth &
Weinstock, 2013, as cited in Reeve & Cheon, 2016). These beliefs are: 1) Educational
environments making students more motivated provide more autonomy support; 2)
Implementation of autonomy supportive instruction is easier. 3) The teacher has culturally a
normative instructional belief. The teachers having this belief do not have a positive
perception of autonomy supportive instruction (Turner, Warzon, & Christensen, 2011, as
cited in Reeve & Cheon, 2016; Oguz, Altinkurt, Yilmaz, & Hatipoglu, 2014).

The students whose learner autonomy is supported develop with the effect and
support of the social milieu (Ryan & Deci, 2000). In this respect, students need to be
supported and encouraged within the classroom environment. The person who should
provide this support is the teacher. As the teacher cannot learn instead of students, he/she
should support their autonomy and encourage them to make independent decisions in the
learning environment. Therefore, in constructivist learning environments, teachers have the
responsibility for supporting students’ autonomy. As such, teachers need to exhibit
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autonomy support behaviors and to do so, they need to be able to demonstrate autonomy
behaviors of their own.

Granting autonomy to teachers and empowering them seem to be important to find
solutions to the existing school problems (Short, 1994). First, students should be granted with
autonomy. For this, teacher autonomy is important because teacher autonomy is a pre-
requisite for student autonomy (Little, 1995). The motivation of teachers who are under
control and cannot exhibit autonomous behaviors is generally low (MacBeath, 2012). It is
argued that the teachers having low motivation are not expected to display learner
autonomy support behaviors. Within certain restrictions, the teachers who can display
autonomous behaviors are expected to create a student-centered learning environment,
provide students with decision options, promote learning within interaction and encourage
students to reconstruct the knowledge. In this respect, teacher autonomy and learner
autonomy support behaviors can be seen as closely connected with enhancing the quality of
education. Assuming that teacher behaviors that are not autonomous cannot lead to learner
autonomy support behaviors, determination of the relationship between autonomous teacher
behaviors and learner autonomy support behaviors is believed to be important according to
the literature.

The possibility that there can be a relationship between teacher autonomy and learner
autonomy support behaviors is perceived in the work entitled “Truth”, written by French
thinker and writer Emile Zola in the 19™ century to address the issue of teachers and
elementary education kept under strict control:

Mark (teacher), he is following the program, but when he thinks that the
program is too intense, he might prefer to make some changes on it. Years of
experience showed that knowing does not matter much. What is more important is
to understand and make use of knowledge. Therefore, he attaches great importance
to lively classes and verbal explanations. He enjoys exploring the young minds full
of obsession for thinking. He never remembers playing as his students do joyfully
now, he could not become a cheerful student like his students, he feels as if he is an
elder brother having forgotten reading and what he had learned. He gets a great
pleasure from learning everything from the beginning with them. He is relearning
everything with children aged at 6 years old. Grammar, arithmetic, history,
geography; he feels as if he is finding very special things, as if he is seeking for the
truth that he has never knew together with children and at the end he seems to have
found this truth with the help of his students, which increases the students’
interest in the class. (Zola, 2011, p. 593)

In the relevant literature, there is research focusing on teacher autonomy (Ayral et al.,
2014; Bryk et al., 1998; Colak, 2016; Ingersoll, 1996; Karabacak, 2014; Kreis & Young
Brockopp, 2001; Liu, 2007; Luthans, 1992; Morgan, 1997; Oztiirk, 2011; Pearson & Moomaw,
2005; Smylie, 1992; Uziim, 2014; Uziim & Karsly, 2013) and learner autonomy support behaviors
(Black & Deci, 2000; Cankaya, 2009; Freidman, 1999; Gomleksiz & Bozpolat, 2012; Giiveng,
2011; Giiveng & Giiveng, 2014; Oguz, 2013a, 2013b ; Oguz et al., 2014; Ozkal & Demirkol,
2014; Reeve, Bolt, & Cai, 1999; Scharle & Szabo, 2000; Sert, 2007; Sierens, Vansteenkiste,
Goossens, Soenens, & Dochy, 2009; Usluer, 2000; Usti'moglu, 2009). There is some
international research exploring the relationship between teacher autonomy and learner
autonomy (Benson, 2007; Lamb & Reinders, 2008; Little, 1995; Vieira, 2010). This research
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especially focuses on the relationship between teacher autonomy, teacher professional
development and learner autonomy in the field of language teaching. According to this
research, in language education, when teachers exhibit autonomous behaviors, then they can
enable their students to behave autonomously in the learning environment (Benson, 2007;
Little, 1995). However, no research could be found that looks at the relationship between
teacher autonomy and learner autonomy support behaviors in Turkey. On the other hand,
autonomy support of teachers adopting different classroom management styles might vary
(Gliveng & Giiveng, 2014). Teacher autonomy can also affect learner autonomy support
behaviors. In this regard, it seems to be necessary to determine teachers’ teacher autonomy
behaviors and learner autonomy support behaviors and the relationship between these
variables. The current study is believed to contribute to theoretical and practical works
directed towards the development of the quality of the profession of teaching.

Thus, the goal of the current study was to determine the relationship between teacher
autonomy and learner autonomy support behaviors. To this end, answers to the following
research questions were sought.

1. What are the teachers” opinions about teacher autonomy?

2. What are the teachers’ opinions about the necessity and demonstration of learner
autonomy support behaviors?

3. Do teachers’” opinions about teacher autonomy and the necessity and
demonstration of learner autonomy support behaviors vary depending on gender,
the type of the school where they work, branch and length of service (seniority)?

4. Is there a relationship between teacher autonomy and learner autonomy support
behaviors?

5. Do teachers’ autonomy behaviors significantly predict learner autonomy support
behaviors?

METHOD

The study was designed in the survey model. Participants’ opinions were determined
in relation to the variables and then compared and relationships then tried to be elicited.

Population-Sampling

The population of the study comprises 9,478 teachers working in the city of Mugla,
Turkey, during the 2015-2016 school year. For the sampling size to meet the criteria of 95% of
the population, 369 teachers needed to be selected to make up the sampling. In the
determination of the teachers to be included in the sampling, the disproportionate cluster
sampling technique was employed. Considering the likelihood of incomplete and
imprecisely completed questionnaires, the data were collected from 497 teachers. Of the total
of 497 questionnaires, 69 were found to be incomplete or imprecisely completed; thus, a total
of 428 fully completed questionnaires were involved in the analyses. Of the participating
teachers, 29.9% (n=128) are elementary school teachers, 24.5% (n=105) are secondary school
teachers and 45.6% (n=195) are high school teachers. Of the participating teachers, 28.3%
(n=121) are classroom teachers, 61.7% (n=264) branch teachers and 10% (n=43) are the
teachers of vocational courses. Of the participating teachers, 54% (n=231) are females and
46% (n=197) are males. The participating teachers” length of service ranges from 1 year to 42
years. The percentage of those whose length of service is less than 9 years is 30.8% (n=63),
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whose length of service is in the range of 10-19 years is 32.2% (n=138) and whose length of
service is 20 years or more is 36.9% (n=158). When the teachers’” length of the service in their
current institution was examined, it was found that the percentage of those working less
than five years is 66.4% (n=284), in the range of 6-10 years is 18.9% (n=81), and 11 years or
more is 14.7% (n=63).

Data Collection Instruments

In the current study, the Teacher Autonomy Scale (TAS) and Learner Autonomy
Support Scale (LASS) were used as data collection instruments.

The Teacher Autonomy Scale was developed by Colak (2016). The scale consists of 17
Likert-type items. The scale items can be responded to by marking one of the options
ranging from (1) Strongly Disagree, to (5) Strongly Agree. There is no inversely scored item
in the scale. A total score can be taken from the scale. Increasing scores taken from the scale
means increasing autonomy behaviors of teachers. The scale has four sub-dimensions which
are teaching autonomy, curriculum autonomy, professional development autonomy, and
communication autonomy. This four-factor structure explains 63.84% of the total variance.

In order to establish the construct validity of the TAS scale, Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) were run on the collected data. As a
result of the EFA; factor loading values of the scale were found to be as follows: For Teaching
Autonomy dimension, it was found to be ranging between 0.51 and 0.70; for Curriculum
autonomy dimension, it was found to be varying between 0.60 and 0.81, and for Professional
Development Autonomy dimension, it was found to be varying between 0.56 and 0.86. The
goodness of fit indices obtained through CFA are as follows: x?/df=2.23, GFI=0.90, AGFI=0.86,
RMSEA=0.06, SRMR=0.06, CFI=0.97, IFI=0.97, NFI=0.94, NNFI=0.96, PGFI=0.66. The scale’s
item total correlation values vary between 0.47 and 0.76.

The Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient of the TAS scale was found to be
0.82 for Teaching Autonomy, 0.82 for Curriculum Autonomy, 0.85 for Professional
Development Autonomy, 0.78 for Communication Autonomy dimensions and for the whole
scale, it was found to be 0.89. In the current study, reliability coefficients of the scale were
calculated again and Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient was found to be 0.77
for Teaching Autonomy dimension, 0.84 for Curriculum Autonomy dimension, 0.71 for
Professional Development Autonomy dimension, 0.73 for Communication Autonomy
dimension and 0.87 for the whole scale.

Learner Autonomy Support Behaviors Scale (LASBS) was developed by Oguz (2013).
In LASBS, there are 16 items aiming to elicit participants’” opinions about the necessity and
demonstration of learner autonomy support behaviors. LASBS consists of three sub-
dimensions which are emotional and thinking support, learning process support, and
evaluation support. From the whole of the scale, total scores can be taken for both necessity
and demonstration. The scale items can be responded to with options ranging from (1) Never
to (5) Always. There is no inversely scored item in the scale.

For the construct validity of the LASBS, EFA and CFA were run. According to the
results of EFA, the factor loading values of the scale were found to be ranging from 0.54 to
0.73 for necessity and from 0.60 to 0.75 for demonstration. The variance explained by the
three factors for necessity is 38% and 45% for demonstration. Chi-square value statistical
significance levels suitable for the model constructed for the scale were calculated with CFA
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as (x?/sd=2.33) for necessity and (x?/sd=2.93) for demonstration. In addition, other goodness
of fit indices related to the model showed that the proposed model is suitable for both
necessity (GFI=0.92, AGFI=0.89, RMSEA=0.064, CFI=0.97) and demonstration (GFI=0.90,
AGFI=0.86, RMSEA=0.077, SRMR=0.052).

Internal consistency of LASBS was tested with Cronbach Alpha. The Cronbach alpha
coefficients of the scale were found to be 0.89 for necessity and 0.92 for demonstration. In the
current study, the reliability of the scale retested and according to this, Cronbach alpha
coefficients were found to be 0.92 for necessity and 0.92 for demonstration. The alpha
coefficients of the sub-dimensions vary between 0.81 and 0.86.

Data Analysis

In the current study, descriptive statistics, t-test, ANOVA and regression analysis
were employed to elicit the participating teachers’ opinions about teacher autonomy and
learner autonomy support behaviors. As a result of the ANOVA test, in order to determine
the source of the difference, one of the multiple comparison tests, Tukey test was used. In the
current study, as an absolute value, when the correlation coefficient is in the range of 0.70-
1.00 then it is considered to be high, when in the range of 0.69-0.30, then it is considered to be
medium and when in the range of 0.29-0.00, then it is considered to be low (Biiyiikoztiirk,
2015).

FINDINGS

In this section, the participating teachers’ opinions about teacher autonomy and
learner autonomy support behaviors are presented. Then, the findings related to comparison
of these opinions in relation to the variables of gender, the school where the teacher works,
branch and length of service (seniority) were recorded.

The teachers’” authority behaviors are above the medium level (M=3.95, 5=0.58). The
sub-dimensions in which the teachers behave the most autonomously can be presented in
rank order as follows: communication autonomy (M=4.13, 5=0.76), teaching autonomy
(M=4.12, S=0.63), curriculum autonomy (M=3.81, 5=0.88), and professional development
autonomy (M=3.70, 5=0.92). The teachers” autonomy behaviors vary significantly at the sub-
dimensions of professional development autonomy [tu2=1.48; p>.05] and communication
autonomy [tu2e=1.25; p>.05] depending on gender. However, teaching autonomy [tw6=2.98;
p<.05] and curriculum autonomy [tu2)=2.38; p<.05] do not vary significantly depending on
gender. The female teachers display more autonomous behaviors at these sub-dimensions
when compared to the male teachers.

Depending on the branch variable, the teachers’ autonomy behaviors vary
significantly at the sub-dimension of professional development autonomy [F425=0.62;
p>.05]; yet, do not vary significantly at the sub-dimensions of teaching autonomy [Fe-
125=12.70; p<.05], curriculum autonomy [F45=18.23; p<.05] and professional development
autonomy [Fe425=4.24; p<.05]. The difference is between the teachers giving vocational
courses and classroom and branch teachers. At these dimensions, the teachers of vocational
courses exhibit fewer autonomy behaviors. On the other hand, there is no significant
difference in relation to the communication autonomy sub-dimension [Fe-45=0.62; p>.05].
The teachers’ autonomy behaviors vary significantly depending on the length of service
(seniority) variable at the sub-dimensions of professional development autonomy [Fe-
125=0.84; p>.05] and communication autonomy [F-425=0.34; p>.05]. However, they do not vary
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significantly in relation to the sub-dimensions of teaching autonomy [F42=3.64; p<.05] and
curriculum autonomy [Fe425=8.19; p<.05]. The level of possessing teaching autonomy is
higher among teachers working for less than 10 years when compared to the teachers

working for 20 years or more. The level of possessing curriculum autonomy is higher among
the teachers working for less than 10 years than teachers working for 10 years or more.

The participating teachers stated that they find learner autonomy support behaviors
“always” necessary (M=4.35, 5=0.52), but they demonstrate these behaviors “often” (M=3.99,
5=0.58). Among the autonomy support dimensions, the teachers think that emotional and
thinking support is the most necessary (M=4.51, 5=0.48) and the most frequently
demonstrated (M=4.20, S=0.58). This sub-dimension is followed by learning process support
(Necessity: M=4.30, 5=0.62; Demonstration: M=3.89, 5=0.68) and evaluation support (Necessity:
M=4.13, 5=0.75; Demonstration: M=3.77, 5S=0.78) sub-dimensions.

The teachers’ opinions about learner autonomy support behaviors vary significantly
depending on the gender variable. There are significant differences between male and female
teachers” opinions about both the necessity of learner autonomy support behaviors
[tu20=4.57; p<.05] and their demonstration [tu26=3.57; p<.05]. The female teachers, when
compared to the male teachers, think that they both find learner autonomy support
behaviors more necessary at all the sub-dimensions (Necessity mean: M=4.46, 5=0.44) and
demonstrate more learner autonomy support behaviors in these dimensions. Furthermore,
the difference between their opinions is statistically significant. The teachers” opinions about
learner autonomy support behaviors vary significantly depending on the branch variable at
all the sub-dimensions. Learner autonomy support behaviors do not vary significantly
between the classroom teachers and branch teachers in relation to the sub-dimension of
emotional and thinking support in terms of both necessity [Fe45=27.05, p<.05] and
demonstration [F425=16.80; p<.05], but vary significantly when compared to the teachers of
vocational courses. The classroom teachers and the branch teachers, when compared to the
teachers of vocational courses, find learner autonomy support behaviors more necessary and
demonstrate more of these behaviors in relation to this sub-dimension. For the sub-
dimension of learning process support, all the branches differ from each other significantly
in terms of both necessity [Fe425=18.03; p<.05] and demonstration [Fe5=21.64; p<.05]. In
terms of both necessity and demonstration, there are significant differences between the
classroom teachers and branch teachers and the teachers of vocational courses and between
the branch teachers and the teachers of vocational courses. In terms of both necessity and
demonstration, the strongest support is offered by the classroom teachers and the weakest by
the teachers of vocational courses. For the sub-dimension of evaluation support, while all the
branches differ significantly from each other in terms of necessity [F@425=29.93; p<.05], in
terms of demonstration [Fe425=13.77; p<.05] the classroom teachers and the branch teachers
do not differ significantly from each other, but both differ significantly from the teachers of
vocational courses. While the classroom teachers exhibit learner autonomy support
behaviors more than the branch teachers in terms of both necessity and demonstration, the
branch teachers exhibit them more than the teachers of vocational courses. In relation to the
branch variable, the teachers’ learner autonomy support behaviors did not show significant
differences at all the sub-dimensions in terms of necessity and demonstration (Necessity:
Emotional and thinking support [Fe45=2.47; p>.05], learning process support [Fe425=1.07;
p>.05], evaluation support [Fe42=1.95; p>.05]; Demonstration: Emotional and thinking
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support [Fe42)-0.47; p>.05], learning process support [Fe425-0.78; p>.05], evaluation support
[F2425-0.32; p>.05].

In Table 1, the relationship between the teachers” opinions about teacher autonomy
and the necessity and demonstration of learner autonomy support behaviors is shown.

Table 1. Relationship between teacher autonomy and learner autonomy support behaviors

Scales Teacher Autonomy
Sub-dimensions Learning Instructional = Professional Professional General
process program development communication autonomy
Emotional 0.17% 0.06 0.12** 0.16** 0.17%
thinking support
Learner Learning process 1 0.05 0.08 0.19%* 0.13*
Autonomy support
Support Evaluation 0.20% 0.26** 0.16** 0.08 0.25%
(Necessity) support
1
Genera 0.18* 0.13* 0.14** 0.16** 021
necessity
Emotional 0.25% 0.13* 0.15% 022+ 0.25%
learning support
Learner Learning process 026" 0.21** 0.20%* 0.21%* 0.30%*
Autonomy support
S t i
wpport - Evaluation 0.29%* 0.30** 0.21% 0.17% 0.34%*
(Demonstration)  support
General . 0.30%* 0.23%* 0.21%* 0.23%* 0.33**
demonstration

*p<.05, **p<.01

As can be seen in Table 1, there are significant relationships between teacher
autonomy and learner autonomy support behaviors. There is a low level and same
directional relationship between general teacher autonomy behaviors and general learner
autonomy support behaviors (r=0.21). On the other hand, there is a medium level and same
directional relationship between general teacher autonomy behaviors and general learner
autonomy support behaviors demonstration (r=0.33). There is a medium level and same
directional relationship between the teachers’” opinions about the necessity and
demonstration of learner autonomy support behaviors (r=0.56).

The regression results related to the prediction of learner autonomy support
behaviors by teacher autonomy behaviors in terms of necessity and demonstration are
presented in Table 2 and Table 3.

Table 2. Effect of teacher autonomy on learner autonomy support (necessity) behaviors

Variable B Standard deviation B t p Pairwise v Partial r
Constant 3.43 0.20 - 16.85  0.00 - -
Instructional process 0.09 0.06 0.10 152 0.13 0.17 0.07
Instructional program 6.06 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.12 0.00
Professional development 0.04 0.03 0.08 143 015 0.15 0.07
Professional communication 0.10 0.04 0.13 254  0.01 0.19 0.12
R=0.231 R2=0.053 F(4-410=5.776 p=0.00
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As can be seen in Table 2, as a result of the multiple linear regression analysis
conducted to reveal how the independent variables of instructional process, instructional
program, professional development and professional communication, which are the sub-
dimensions of teacher autonomy thought to have some effect on learner autonomy support
behaviors predict learner autonomy, the independent variables together revealed a
significant relationship with the necessity aspect of learner autonomy support behaviors
(r=0.231) (F@#-410-5.776, p<.01). These four independent variables together explain 5% of the
variance involved in the necessity of learner autonomy support behaviors. According to
standardized regression coefficients, the rank order of the effect of the predictive variables
on the necessity of learner autonomy support behaviors is as follows; professional
communication ((3=0.13), instructional process (3=0.13), professional development ([3=0.08)
and instructional program ($=0.00). From among the predictive variables, only the
professional communication variable seems to be a significant predictor of the necessity of
learner autonomy support behaviors (p<.05).

Table 3. Effect of teacher autonomy on learner autonomy support (demonstration) behaviors

Variable B Standard B T p Pairwise  Partial

deviation r r
Constant 2.36 0.23 - 10.20 0.00 - -
Instructional process 0.17 0.06 0.17 2.60 0.01 0.29 0.12
Instructional program 0.06 0.04 0.08 1.23 0.22 0.23 0.06
Professional development 0.06 0.03 0.09 1.67 0.10 0.22 0.06
Professional communication 0.12 0.04 0.14 2.80 0.01 0.23 0.13
R=0.344 R2=0.118 Fa-406)=13.480 p=0.00

As can be seen in Table 3, as a result of the multiple linear regression analysis
conducted to reveal how the independent variables of instructional process, instructional
program, professional development and professional communication, which are the sub-
dimensions of teacher autonomy thought to have some effect on learner autonomy support
behaviors predict learner autonomy, the independent variables together revealed a
significant relationship with the demonstration aspect of learner autonomy support
behaviors (R=0.344) [F-410=13.480, p<.01]. These four independent variables together explain
11% of the variance involved in the demonstration of learner autonomy support behaviors.
According to standardized regression coefficients, the rank order of the effect of the
predictive variables on the demonstration of learner autonomy support behaviors is as
follows; instructional process (3=0.17), professional communication ($=0.14), professional
development ((3=0.09) and instructional program. From among the predictive variables, only
the professional communication (p<0.05) and instructional process (p<0.05) variables seem to
be significant predictors of the demonstration of learner autonomy support behaviors.

RESULTS, DISCUSSION, AND SUGGESTIONS

The current study intended to determine the relationship between teacher autonomy
and learner autonomy support behaviors. In this regard, first of all the teacher autonomy
behaviors were determined, and was found to be above the medium level. The teachers see
themselves as the most autonomous in the sub-dimension of professional communication;
followed by instructional process, instructional program and professional development.
When this finding is compared to related findings reported in the literature, it is seen that
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Colak (2016) similarly conducted a study on elementary, secondary, and high school teachers
and found teachers’ general autonomy behaviors at the medium level. Again in Colak’s
study (2016), it was found that while the teachers demonstrated the most autonomous
behaviors for the instructional process sub-dimension, they demonstrated professional
development autonomy to the lowest extent; as seen in the current study. In Karabacak’s
study (2014) conducted on high school teachers, it was concluded that the teachers most
demonstrate instructional autonomy, followed by professional development autonomy.
Uziim (2014) worked with classroom teachers and found mean scores taken for the teachers’
awareness of application types of teacher autonomy to be low.

The teachers’ teacher autonomy behaviors do not vary significantly based on gender
in relation to professional development autonomy and communication autonomy
dimensions. However, there are significant differences between female and male teachers’
opinions about teaching autonomy and curriculum autonomy sub-dimensions. Thus, it
seems that at these dimensions, the female teachers behave more autonomously than the
male teachers. In the literature, there are studies reporting both significant differences and
insignificant differences depending on gender variable. Karabacak (2014) found that the
teachers” awareness of the applicability of autonomy perceptions does not vary depending
on gender variable. These findings do not concur with the findings of the current study in
terms of the effect of gender on professional development autonomy and communication
autonomy sub-dimensions. In a study by Uziim (2014), it was found that the male teachers’
awareness level of the application types of teacher autonomy is higher.

The teachers’ teacher autonomy behaviors vary significantly depending on the branch
variable except for the sub-dimension of communication autonomy. Teacher autonomy
differs significantly in terms of teaching autonomy, curriculum autonomy and professional
development autonomy sub-dimensions between the teachers of vocational courses and the
classroom teachers and between the branch teachers and the teachers of vocational courses;
however, it does not differ at the sub-dimension of communication autonomy. In terms of
teacher autonomy, the branches having the highest means can be put into a rank order as
follows; classroom teachers, branch teachers, and teachers of vocational courses. The branch
and classroom teachers display more autonomous behaviors during the instructional process
than the teachers of vocational courses. The reason for the classroom teachers to be more
autonomous compared to the branch teachers and the teachers of vocational courses is their
teaching the same class for four years, thus they are able to follow the development of their
students and get to know them better. As a result, the classroom teachers can behave more
creatively in the class in terms of autonomy according to their students’ needs.

The teachers’ teacher autonomy behaviors do not vary significantly depending on
length of service (seniority) at the sub-dimensions of professional development autonomy
and communication autonomy. In this regard, the teachers’ autonomy behaviors vary
significantly at the sub-dimensions of teaching autonomy and curriculum autonomy. The
level of possessing teaching autonomy by teachers working less than 10 years in this
profession is higher than that of teachers working in this profession for 20 years or more. The
level of possessing curriculum autonomy is higher among teachers working for less than 10
years than teachers working for 10 years or more. There is some evidence related to the effect
of teaching experience possessed on autonomy. While Pearson and Hall (1993) contend that
there is no relationship between them, Jiang and Ma (2012) present evidence indicating the
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opposite. Little (1995) stated that teachers who are really successful are always autonomous
due to their sense of personal responsibility. In studies by Karabacak (2014) and Uziim
(2014), it was found that teachers’ awareness levels of the application types of teacher
autonomy increase with increasing level of seniority. The reason for less experienced
teachers’ exhibiting more autonomy behaviors in the current study can be their becoming
closer to existential and progressive philosophies (Oguz et al.,, 2014). In addition to this,
student-centered teaching, one of the main elements of constructivist approach adopted by
the Ministry of National Education in 2005 might have caused this.

The teachers are of the opinion that learner autonomy support behaviors are almost
always necessary but they demonstrate these behaviors often. The teachers think that they
find emotional and thinking support the most necessary and demonstrate it most frequently.
This sub-dimension is followed by learning process support and evaluation support sub-
dimensions. This finding concurs with the research findings in the literature. Similar findings
were reported in studies conducted by Yilmaz, Oguz, and Altinkurt (2016) with elementary
and secondary school teachers; by Oguz et al. (2014) with elementary, secondary, and high
school students; and by Ozkal and Demirkol (2014) with elementary and secondary school
teachers. Giiveng (2011) found that although the teachers support learner autonomy to a
great extent, they do not provide sufficient opportunities for their students to make their
own decisions.

The teachers” learner autonomy support behaviors vary significantly depending on
gender. Male and female teachers’ learner autonomy support behaviors vary significantly in
terms of both the necessity of learner autonomy support behaviors and the demonstration of
these behaviors. The female teachers are of the opinion that they find learner autonomy
support behaviors more necessary for all dimensions and demonstrate them more than male
teachers. In the literature, there are studies that both found and did not find differences
depending on gender variable. However, regardless of statistical significance, in all the
research conducted, female teachers find learner autonomy support behaviors more
necessary and demonstrate them more than male teachers for all sub-dimensions of learner
autonomy support behaviors. Oguz (2013) and Ozkal and Demirkol (2014) also reported
gender-based significant differences, which concurs with the finding of the current study.
However, Oguz et al. (2014) and Yilmaz, Oguz, and Altinkurt (2016) found no significant
gender-based difference. Yet, the female teachers are of the opinion that they find learner
autonomy support behaviors more necessary for all dimensions and demonstrate them more
than the male teachers. The reason for this might be stronger belief of female teachers in
existential philosophy (Oguz et al., 2014) or male teachers” tendency to exercise more control
over their students (Bozgeyikli, Stinbiil, Kesici, & Ure, 2003).

The teachers” learner autonomy support behaviors vary significantly depending on
branch variable. While the teachers” behaviors related to learner autonomy support do not
vary between classroom and branch teachers for the sub-dimension of emotional and
thinking support in terms of both necessity and demonstration, both groups of teachers’
behaviors vary significantly from the behaviors of the teachers of vocational courses. For the
sub-dimension of learning process support, all the branches differ from each other in terms
of both necessity and demonstration. For the sub-dimension of evaluation support, while all
the branches differ from each other in terms of necessity, in terms of demonstration, the
classroom and branch teachers do not differ from each other, but both significantly differ
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from teachers of vocational courses. The classroom teachers exhibit learner autonomy
support behaviors more than the branch teachers in terms of both necessity and
demonstration; on the other hand, the branch teachers exhibit these behaviors more than the
teachers of vocational courses. This finding is in general compliance with the research found
in the literature. Oguz et al. (2014) and Yilmaz, Oguz, and Altinkurt (2016) reported that the
classroom teachers exhibit more learner autonomy support behaviors in terms of both
necessity and demonstration than the branch teachers and the branch teachers exhibit them
more than the teachers of vocational courses. According to Giiveng and Giiveng (2014),
learner autonomy support behaviors displayed at elementary schools differ from the same
behaviors demonstrated by mathematics and science teachers and this support is at the
medium level. In the study conducted by Ozkal and Demirkol (2014), it was found that while
the opinions about the necessity of learner autonomy support behaviors do not vary, the
opinions about the demonstration of these behaviors do vary. Parallel to the above-
mentioned research, the classroom teachers’ opinions are more positive than the branch
teachers in terms of both necessity and demonstration. In a study by Oguz (2013), it was also
reported that the elementary school teachers and high school branch teachers provide higher
levels of autonomy support than teachers of vocational courses. Though not statistically
significant, Emir and Kanli (2009) found that classroom teachers displayed more autonomy
support behaviors than branch teachers. The reason for the classroom teachers” providing
more autonomy support behaviors than branch teachers might be their lack of concern and
responsibility for preparing students for centralized exams. In this regard, Berry (2012) and
Giiveng and Giiveng (2014) stated that branch teachers” expectations for their students to be
successful in high school and university entrance exams might lead them to increase their
controlling behaviors.

The teachers’ learner autonomy support behaviors do not vary significantly
depending on length of service (seniority) at all the sub-dimensions in terms of necessity and
demonstration. The teachers having the highest mean in terms of necessity of learner
autonomy support behaviors are those working in this profession for 9 years or less,
followed by teachers working 10-19 years and 20 years and more; but the difference is not
statistically significant. What is remarkable here is that although the group having the
highest mean in terms of the necessity of learner autonomy support behaviors consists of
teachers having the shortest length of service, the same group has the lowest mean in terms
of the demonstration of learner autonomy support behaviors. This finding concurs with the
other findings reported in the literature in relation to learner autonomy support behaviors.
Yilmaz, Oguz and Altinkurt (2016) reported that while the teachers having the shortest
length of service find learner autonomy support behaviors necessary to the greatest extent;
the same group has the lowest mean in terms of displaying these behaviors. This finding is
different from the finding reported by Ozkal and Demirkol (2014), not in terms of necessity
but demonstration. In the current study, the teachers with longer lengths of service have the
highest mean in terms of demonstrating learner autonomy support behaviors. But, this
tinding does not concur with the finding of Giiveng and Giiveng (2014).

There are significant relationships between teacher autonomy and learner autonomy
support behaviors. There is a medium level and same directional relationship between
teacher autonomy and learner autonomy support behaviors. There is also a medium level
and same directional relationship between the teachers’ opinions about the necessity and
demonstration of learner autonomy support behaviors. This means that autonomously
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behaving teachers support their students’ autonomous initiations. Actually, this is an
expected situation because students” autonomy can only be supported by teachers who are
not under strict control and behave autonomously. Thus, the hypothesis of the study is
confirmed. Of course the ultimate expectation is that achievement of students whose
autonomy is supported will be high. The findings reported by Ayral et al. (2014) indirectly
support the finding of the current study that there is a significant relationship between
teacher autonomy and learner autonomy support behaviors. Ayral et al. (2014) found a
positive and significant correlation between the autonomy levels of the teachers and the
students’ academic achievement levels. Moreover, the female teachers exhibit more
autonomy and learner autonomy support behaviors than male teachers and classroom
teachers more than branch teachers. The teachers with the shortest length of service display
more autonomy and learner autonomy support behaviors at all the dimensions except for the
sub-dimension of learning process dimension. Compliance of the findings obtained from
both of the measurement scales supports this relationship. The reason for less experienced
teachers’ exhibiting more autonomy behaviors in the current study, except for the sub-
dimension of learning process, can be their becoming closer to existential philosophy as a
result of the changes recently taking place in educational policies. The finding of Oguz et al.
(2014) that less experienced teachers are closer to existential and progressive philosophies
supports this finding. However, the reason for more experienced teachers to demonstrate
more learner autonomy support behaviors at the sub-dimension of learning process might be
because of their extensive experiences in school and classroom environments and thus
having learned to manage a class better and the richness of their instructional tactics.

According to these results, it can be argued that although learner autonomy
behaviors are viewed to be necessary to a greatest degree, they are not demonstrated at this
degree. This might have resulted from the formation of the programs according to
constructivist approach (Yilmaz, Oguz, & Altinkurt, 2016). The reason for their not
demonstrating learner autonomy support behaviors at the desired level might be because
teacher autonomy is at the medium level. Reeve (2009) stated that instead of granting
autonomy to their students, teachers” preferring to display controlling behaviors might be
because of their sense of responsibility, personal beliefs, cultural values and expectations.
Another reason, as stated by Yilmaz et al. (2016), might be because teachers might not have
received sufficient training to provide autonomy for their students. Thus, in-service training
programs should be organized for teachers.

The independent variables of instructional process, instructional program,
professional development, and professional communication, which are the sub-dimensions
of teacher autonomy thought to have some effect on learner autonomy support behaviors,
predict learner autonomy support behaviors in terms of necessity. These four independent
variables together explain 5% of the variance involved in the necessity of learner autonomy
support behaviors. The rank order of the effect of the predictive variables on the necessity of
learner autonomy support behaviors is as follows; professional communication, instructional
process, professional development, and instructional program. From among the predictive
variables, only the professional communication variable seems to be a significant predictor of
the necessity of learner autonomy support behaviors.

The independent variables of instructional process, instructional program,
professional development, and professional communication, which are the sub-dimensions
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of teacher autonomy thought to have some effect on learner autonomy support behaviors,
predict the demonstration of learner autonomy support behaviors. These four independent
variables together explain 11% of the variance involved in the demonstration of learner
autonomy support behaviors. The rank order of the effect of the predictive variables on the
demonstration of learner autonomy support behaviors is as follows; instructional process,
professional communication, professional development, and instructional program. From
among the predictive variables, only the professional communication (p<0.05) and
instructional process (p<.05) variables seem to be significant predictors of the demonstration
of learner autonomy support behaviors.

In the current study, it was found that the teachers exhibit medium levels of
autonomous behaviors. The teachers think that students need more information, various
applications and resources. This has a great influence on the level of autonomy granted to
teachers. In the current study, it was found that curriculum autonomy is close to the level of
good. Thus, it seems that the teachers are of the opinion that instructional programs restrict
them. That is, they sometimes want to teach more from the program and less at other times.

In the current study, it was also found that the classroom teachers display more
autonomous behaviors than the branch teachers and that they also exhibit more learner
autonomy support behaviors, which might indicate that elementary school teachers have
more flexible instructional programs; on the other hand, secondary school teachers are
working within more strictly controlled programs. Rudolph (2006) reported a completely
opposite finding. Rudolph’s finding is supported by the finding of Moomaw (2005).
Moomaw concluded that when compared to secondary and high school teachers, elementary
school teachers have to follow much stricter rules in terms of instructional program and
discipline measures. Again, according to Pearson and Hall (1993), while classroom teachers
have to stick to a stricter program with less flexibility, branch teachers have relatively greater
freedom in terms of selecting course books, phase of teaching and evaluation techniques.

As this is the first study in this domain in Turkey, it can be suggested that further
research should be conducted with different samplings for the purpose of comparing the
findings of the current study with the findings to be reported from such new research.
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Ogretmenlerin Ozerklik Davranislar1 Ile Ogrenen
Ozerkligini Destekleme Davranislar1 Arasindaki Iliski
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Giris

Egitim bilimlerinde meydana gelen gelismeler, diinyadaki bilimsel gelismelere kosut
olarak, okullarda egitim-6gretim ortamlarmi degistirdigi gibi Ogretmen ve Ogrenci
ihtiyaclarim1 da etkileyip degistirmektedir. Bunun icin de okullarda yeni diizenlemeler
yapilmasi gerekmektedir. Ciinkii gelismenin oldugu ¢agda sabit duran bir okul ve 6grenme
ortami diistiniilemez. Yiizlerce yildir devam eden 6gretmen otoritesine bagl bilgi edinme
kaynaklar1 degismekte ve Ogrenme ortamlarmi da degisime zorlamaktadir. Bu siirecte,
ogrenci basarisini artirmak igin 6grenci merkezli 6grenme ortamlarinin diizenlemesi giderek
daha fazla énem kazanmaktadir. Ogretmen de bu degisime paralel olarak dgrenci merkezli
hareket etmesi gerekmektedir. Ciinkii 6grenci merkezli 6grenme ortaminda, 6gretmenin
olmazsa olmaz bir rolii vardir (Horstman & White, 2002 Akt: Balim, Kesercioglu, Inel, &
Evrekli, 2009). Ogrenci merkezli O0gretimde, Ogrencilerin bilgiyi olusturmasinda onlara
rehber olan, 6grencilerin etkin 6grenmesi icin sinuf ortamini 6grencilerle birlikte hazirlayan,
ogrencinin tercih kullanmasini ve 6grenen 6zerkliginin desteklenmesini kabul ederek onlar:
motive eden (Brooks & Brooks, 1993 Akt: Oguz, 2013b) 6gretmenlere ihtiya¢ vardir. Ancak
bu ihtiyaglar1 karsilayabilmek igin Ogretmenlerin de Ozerk davranmislar gostermeleri
gerekmektedir. (Pearson & Hall, 1993; Short, 1994). Ogretmenlerin O0zerk davraniglari
okullardaki gelisimin saglanmasinda giderek 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir (Pearson & Moomaw,
2005; Conley, Schmidle, & Shedd, 1988; Luthans, 1992; Smylie, 1992). Yapilan aragtirmalarda,
ogretmenlerin daha fazla 6zerklik giiciine sahip olduklarinda, mesleki 6zerkliklerinin de
arttigl (Bryk, Sebring, Kerbow, Rollow, & Easton, 1998) goriilmektedir.

Ogretmen 6zerkligi, belirli sinirliliklar icerisinde 6gretmenlerin mesleki faaliyetlerini
planlamasi, uygulamasi, is ortaminin diizenlenmesinde tercih kullanabilmesi, y&netim
suireglerine katilabilmesi olarak tanimlanabilir (Pearson & Moomaw, 2005). Short’a (1994)
gore Ogretmen Ozerkliginin, Ogretmene saglanan yetki ve sorumluluklar konusunda,
ogretmenin giiclendirilmesi kavrami igerisinde diisiiniilmesi gerekmektedir. Ogretmenlere
hangi konuda 6zerklik saglanacag1 alan yazinda tartisiimaktadir. Ogrenme ortamlarinda
ogretmenlere smirsiz Ozgiirlilk vermek dogru degildir. Ancak, Ogretimi dogrudan
ilgilendiren kararlarda 6gretmenlere 6zgiirliik verilebilir (Colak, 2016: 121). Ogretmenlere
verilecek bu 0zgiirliik, alanyazinda farkli simiflanmaktadir. Bunlar, 6gretimi planlama ve
uygulama (Freidman, 1999; Pearson & Hall, 1993; White, 1992); yonetim siireglerine katilma
(Freidman, 1999; Ingersol, 2007) ve mesleki kapasite ve becerileri gelistirme, yani mesleki
gelisimdir (Steh & Pozarnik, 2005). Ogretmen 6zerkligi kavramu ile ilgili gesitli modellemeler
de gelistirilmistir. Bu modellerden en 6nemlisi Mac Beath’in (2012) is 6zerkligi modelidir.
Modele gore, ¢calisanlar etkinlikler iizerinde kontrol sahibidirler.

Ogrenen ozerkligi kavrami, 6grencinin kendi 6grenmesi igin sorumluluk almasi
olarak tarumlanabilir (Little, 1995). Ogrencisinin 6grenme &zerkligini destekleyen
ogretmenler onlarmn yeteneklerini ortaya koymalarini, duygu ve diisiincelerini rahatca dile

1 Maarif Miifettisi, Dr. Ogrencisi - ahmetsakiryazici@gmail.com
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getirmelerini, kendi se¢imlerini yapmalarini, kendi 6grenme stillerini ortaya ¢ikarmalarini
saglayacaktir. Ogretmenin ozerklik destegi, dgrencilerin igsel motivasyon kaynaklarini
tanimlamak, gelistirmek ve olusturmak igin sagladig kisiler aras1 davranistir (Deci & Ryan,
1985 Akt: Nunez, Fernandez, Ledn, & Grijalvo, 2015). Bu ylizden Ozerklik destegi,
ogrencilerin istenilen belirli bicimlerde davranmalar: igin baskiin uygulanmadigi, bunun
yerine kendileri olmalar1 igin cesaretlendirildikleri bir ortamin yaratilmasi ile ilgilidir (Ryan
& Deci, 2004 Akt: Nunez vd., 2015). Ozerklik desteginin zitt1 kontrol etmedir. Kontrol eden
ogretmenler, baskic1 davranislar sergiler. Oysa 6zerklik destekleyici ortamlarin, 6grencilerin
gelisimine olumlu katki sagladigi belirtilmektedir (Reeve, 2009 Akt: Nufez vd., 2015).
Dolayisiyla da ogretmenin, ogrenci Ozerkligini destekledigi algisini 6grencilerinde
olusturmasi i¢in 6zerklik destekleyici bir stili benimsemesi gerektigi diisiiniilebilir. Sonug
olarak, ozerklik destekleyici bir 6gretme ortami, hem Ogrencilerin hem okulun gelisimine
katk: saglamaktadir (Reeve, Ryan, Deci, & Jang, 2007 Akt: Nafnez vd., 2015). Bunun igin de
ogretmenlerin, 0grenen 6zerkligini desteklemenin gerekliligine inanmalar1 gerekmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin dzerklik destekleyici 6gretmeye karg1 yiiksek ya da diisiik egilimleri
olmasmin temel belirleyicisi olan ti¢ temel inang belirlenmistir (Roth & Weinstock, 2013 Akt:
Reeve & Cheon, 2016). Bu inanislar su sekildedir: 1) Ogrencilerin motive olmasmi saglayan
ogretim ortamlari daha ¢ok 6zerklik destegi saglar. 2) Ozerklik destekleyici 6gretimin
uygulanmasi daha kolaydir. 3) Ogretmenin kiiltiirel olarak normatif bir egitim inanci vardar.
Bu inanca sahip Ogretmenler de Ozerklik destekleyici ogretime iliskin olumlu bir bakis
agisina sahip degildir (Turner, Warzon, & Christensen, 2011 Akt: Reeve & Cheon, 2016;
Oguz, Altinkurt, Yilmaz, & Hatipoglu, 2014).

Ogrenen ozerkligi desteklenen ogrenciler, sosyal gevrenin etkisi ve destegiyle
gelisirler (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Bu anlamda ogrenciler ders ortaminda isteklendirilmeye ve
desteklenmeye ihtiya¢ duyarlar. Bu destegi saglayacak olan o6gretmendir. Ogretmen,
Ogrencinin yerine Ogrenemeyecegine gore ona Ozerklik saglamali ve onu, Ogrenme
ortaminda bagimsiz kararlar alabilmesi i¢in desteklemelidir. Bu nedenle, yapilandirmaci
ogrenme ortamlarinda, 6gretmenlerin 6grenen 6zerkligini destekleme sorumlulugu vardar.
Bunun icin 6gretmenlerin 6zerklik destekleyici davranislar sergilemeleri; ancak bu davranis:
sergileyebilmeleri igin 6gretmenlerin de 6zerk davraniglar gosterebilmeleri belirtilmektedir.

Ogretmenlere 6zerklik verilmesi ve dgretmenlerin giiclendirilmesi, okul igin &nemli
goriilmektedir (Short, 1994). Ilk olarak da &grencilere o&zerkligin kazandirilmasi
gerekmektedir. Bunun igin de 6gretmen 6zerkligi onemlidir. Ciinkii 6grenci 6zerkligi i¢in bu
bir gerekliliktir (Little, 1995). Kontrol altinda olan ve 06zerk davranislar igerisinde
bulunamayan 6gretmenlerin motivasyonlar: diisiik olacaktir (MacBeath, 2012). Motivasyonu
diistik olan ogretmenlerin de 6grenen oOzerkligini destekleme davranislari sergilemesinin
miimkiin olmayacag1 diistiniilmektedir. Belirli smirliliklar igerisinde 6zerk davranabilen
ogretmenlerin 6grenci merkezli 6gretim ortamlar: olusturmalari, 6grencilere karar secenegi
sunmalari, etkilesim igerisinde Ogrenmeyi saglamalari, Ogrencilerin seviyelerine inerek
bilgiyi yeniden iiretmeleri beklenmektedir. Bu agidan bakildiginda ozerk oOgretmen
davraniglar1 ile Ogrenen Ozerkligini destekleme davraniglarinin Ogretimin kalitesinin
artirllmast ile iligkili oldugu diisiiniilebilir. Ozerk olmayan &gretmen davraniglarmin
ogrenen oOzerkligini destekleme davraniglarin1 yeterince sergileyemeyecegi varsayilirsa,
ozerk Ogretmen davramslar: ile 6grenen Ozerkligini destekleme davranislari arasindaki
iliskinin belirlenmesi alanyazinin duydugu bir ihtiyag olabilir.
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Alanyazinda Ogretmenlerin, d6gretmen ozerkligi (Ayral vd., 2014; Barnabe & Burns,
1994; Bryk, Sebring, Kerbow, Rollow, & Easton, 1998; Colak, 2016; Ingersoll, 1996; Karabacak,
2014; Kreis & Young Brockopp, 2001; Liu, 2007; Luthans, 1992; Morgan, 1997; Oztiirk, 2011;
Pearson & Moomaw, 2005; Smylie, 1992; Uziim, 2014; Uziim & Karsly, 2013) ve ogrenen
ozerkligini destekleme davranislarina iliskin arastirmalar bulunmaktadir (Black & Deci, 2000;
Cankaya, 2009; Freidman, 1999; Gomleksiz & Bozpolat, 2012; Giiveng, 2011; Giiveng &
Giiveng, 2014; Oguz, 2013a, 2013b; Oguz vd., 2014; Ozkal & Demirkol, 2014; Reeve Bolt, &
Cai, 1999; Scharle & Szabo, 2000; Sert, 2007; Sierens Vansteenkiste, Goossens, Soenens, &
Dochy, 2009; Usluer, 2000; Ustﬁnoglu, 2009). Yurtdisinda ogretmen Ozerkliginin 6grenen
ozerkligi ile iliskisini inceleyen arastirmalar vardir (Benson, 2007; Lamb & Reinders, 2008;
Little, 1995; Vieira, 2010). Bu arastirmalar, Ozellikle dil Ogretimi alaninda, Ogretmen
ozerkliginin, 6gretmenlerin mesleki gelisimi ve 6grenen ozerkligi tizerindeki iligkisine vurgu
yapmaktadir. Ancak Ogretmen oOzerkligi ile Ogrenen oOzerkligini destekleme davranisi
arasindaki iliskiyi arastiran bir arastirmaya Tiirkiye’de ulasilamamustir.

Bu kapsamda arastirmanin amaci, ogretmen oOzerkligi ile 6grenen Ozerkligini
destekleme davraniglar1 arasindaki iligkinin belirlenmesidir. Bu amaca ulasmak ic¢in su
sorulara yanit aranmigtir. Ogretmenlerin: 1) Ogretmen zerkligine iliskin goriisleri nasildir?
2) Ogrenen ozerkligini destekleme davramglarmin gerekliligi ve sergilenmesine iliskin
gortisleri nasildir? 3) Ogretmen ozerkligi ile 0grenen 6zerkligini destekleme davranislarmin
gerekliligi ve sergilenmesine iliskin goriisleri; cinsiyet, gorev yapilan okul tiirii, brans ve
kideme gore farklilik gostermekte midir? 4) Ogretmen &zerkligi ile dgrenen zerkligini
destekleme davraniglari arasinda iliski var midir? 5) Ogretmenlerin ozerklik davraniglari,
ogrenen Ozerkligini destekleme davraniglarin1 anlamli diizeyde yordamakta midir?

Yontem

Aragtirma tarama modelinde desenlenmistir. Arastirmanin ornekleminin 2015-2016
egitim Ogretim yilinda Mugla ilinde gorev yapan 428 Ogretmen olusturmaktadir.
Aragtirmada veri toplama araci olarak Ogretmen Ozerkligi Olgegi (Colak, 2016) ve Ogrenen
Ozerkligini Destekleme Olgegi (Oguz, 2012) kullanilmistir. Ogretmen Ozerk]igi Olgegi Colak
(2016) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Olgek Likert tipi 17 maddeden olusmaktadir. Glgegin
iletisim Ozerkligi olmak {izere 4 alt boyutu vardir. S6z konusu dort faktorlii yapi, toplam
varyansin % 63.84’{inii agiklamaktadir. Ogrenen Ozerkligini Destekleme Olcegi (OODO)
Oguz (2012) tarafindan gelistirilmisti. OOD(O’de o6grenen o6zerkligini destekleme
davraniglarinin gerekliligi ve sergilenmesine iliskin goriislerini ortaya koymalarma yonelik
16 madde yer almaktadir. OODO, duygu ve diisiince destegi, dgrenme siireci destegi,
degerlendirme destegi olmak iizere iig alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Olgegin yap1 gegerligi icin
agimlayici ve dogrulayici faktor analizleri yapilmistir. Ug faktdriin agikladigi varyanslar
gereklilik i¢in % 38; sergilenme icin % 45'tir.

Aragtirma verilerinin analizinde betimsel istatistikler, ikili karsilastirmalarda t-testi,
ii¢ ve daha fazla boyutu olan karsilastirmalarda tek yonlii varyans analizi kullanilmistir.
Ogretmenlerin 6zerklik davramglariin 8grenen Szerkligini destekleme davranislarini ne
diizeyde yordadiginin belirlenmesinde ise regresyon analizinden yararlanilmistir.
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Bulgular

Ogretmenlerin 6zerklik davraniglari orta diizeyin iizerindedir (AO=3.95, S=0.58).
Ogretmenlerin en ¢ok dzerk davrandiklari alt boyutlar sirasi ile mesleki iletisim 6zerkligi
(AO= 4.13, 5=0.76), 6gretme siireci 6zerkligi (AO=4.12, 5=0.63), 6gretim programi 6zerkligi
(AO=3.81, 5=0.88) ve mesleki gelisim 6zerkligidir (AO=3.70, 5=0.92).

Aragtirmaya katilan 6gretmenler, 6grenen 6zerkligini destekleme davraniglarini “her
zaman” (AO=4.35, 5=0.52) gerekli bulduklari, ancak ¢ogu zaman (AO=3.99, S=0.58)
sergiledikleri goriisiindedirler. Ogretmenler ozerklik destegi boyutlari arasinda en gok
duygu ve diistince destegini gerekli bulduklar1 (AO=4.51, 5=0.48) ve sergiledikleri (AO=4.20,
5=0.58) goriistindedir. Bu alt boyutu siras: ile 6grenme siireci destegi (Gereklilik: AO=4.30,
5=0.62; sergileme: AO=3.89, 5=0.68) ve degerlendirme destegi (Gereklilik: AO=4.13, 5=0.75;
sergileme: AO=3.77, 5=0.78) alt 6lgekleri izlemektedir.

Ogretmen ozerkligi ile 6grenen 6zerkligini destekleme davranislari arasinda anlaml
diizeyde iligkiler vardir. Genel 6gretmen 6zerkligi davranislar: ile genel 6grenen 6zerkligini
gerekli bulma arasinda aymn yonlii ve diisiik diizeyde bir iligki (r=0.21) vardir. Ancak genel
ogretmen Ozerkligi davranislari ile genel 6grenen 6zerkligini sergileme davraniglar: arasinda
ayni ydnlii ve orta diizeyde bir iligki (r=0.33) goriilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin &grenen
ozerkliginin desteklemesi gerekliligine ve sergilenmesine iligkin goriigleri arasinda aymi
yonlii ve orta diizeyde bir iligki (r=0.56) vardir.

Ogretmenlerin ozerklik davraniglarinin = 0gretmenlerin  6grenen  Ozerkligini
destekleme davranislarmin gereklilik ve sergileme acisindan yordanmasina iligkin regresyon
analizi sonuclarina gore 6grenen ozerkligini destekleme davranis: {izerinde etkisi oldugu
diisiiniilen 6gretmen ozerkliginin alt boyutlar1 olan Ogretme siireci, 6gretim programai,
mesleki gelisim ve mesleki iletisim gibi bagimsiz degiskenlerin 6grenen Ozerkligini ne
sekilde yordadigini ortaya koymaya yonelik olarak yapilan ¢oklu dogrusal regresyon analizi
sonucunda, bagimsiz degiskenler birlikte Ogrenen Ozerkligini destekleme davranisini
gereklilik agis1 ile anlamli bir iligki (r=0.231) sergilemislerdir (Fu-410-5.776, p< 0.01). Bu dort
bagimsiz degisken, birlikte, O0grenen Ozerkligini destekleme davramsi gerekliligindeki
degisimin % 5’ini agiklamaktadir. Standartlastirilmis regresyon katsayilarina gore, yordayici
degiskenlerin 6grenen 6zerkligini destekleme davramisi gerekliligi tizerindeki 6nem sirasi,
mesleki iletisim ($=0.13), ogretme stireci (3=0.13), mesleki gelisim ($=0.08) ve Ogretim
programidir (3=0.00). Yordayic1 degiskenlerden sadece mesleki iletisim (p<0.05) degiskeninin
ogrenen Ozerkligini destekleme davranisinin gerekliligi tizerinde anlaml yordayict oldugu
goriilmektedir.

Yine 6gretmen Ozerkliginin 6grenen ozerkligini destekleme (sergileme) davranislar:
tizerindeki etkisi icin yapilan coklu dogrusal regresyon analizi sonucunda, bagimsiz
degiskenler birlikte 6grenen 6zerkligini destekleme davranigini sergileme agis1 ile anlamli bir
iliski (R=0.344) sergilemislerdir (Fu410=13.480, p<.01). Bu dort bagimsiz degisken, birlikte,
ogrenen Ozerkligini destekleme davramisini sergilemedeki degisimin % 11.8%ini
aciklamaktadir. Standartlastirilmis regresyon katsayilarina gore, yordayict degiskenlerin
ogrenen Ozerkligini destekleme davranis: sergileme tizerindeki goreli 6nem sirasi, 6gretme
siireci ($=0.17), mesleki iletisim (3=0.14), mesleki gelisim (3=0.09) ve 6gretim programidir.
Yordayict degiskenlerden sadece mesleki iletisim (p<.05) ve Ogretme siireci (p<.05)
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degiskeninin Ogrenen Ozerkligini destekleme davramisinin gerekliligi {izerinde anlaml
yordayici oldugu goriilmektedir.

Sonug, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Ogretmenlerin 6zerklik diizeyleri orta diizeyin {izerinde bir seviyededir. Katilimai
ogretmenlerin en ¢ok ozerk davrandiklar1 alt boyutlar sirasi ile mesleki iletisim 6zerkligi,
Ogretme siireci Ozerkligi, Ogretim programi ozerkligi ve mesleki gelisim Ozerkligidir.
Ogretmenlerin dzerklik davraniglari cinsiyet degiskenine gore mesleki gelisim dzerkligi ve
mesleki iletisim 6zerkligi alt boyutlarinda farklilasmamaktadir. Ogretme siireci ve 6gretim
programi Ozerkligi alt boyutlarinda ise anlamli diizeyde farklhilasmaktadir. Brans
degiskenine gore; mesleki iletisim Ozerkligi boyutu hari¢ farklilasmaktadir. Kidem
degiskenine gore; mesleki gelisim ve mesleki iletisim boyutlarinda anlamli farkhilik
gostermemektedir. Ogretim siireci dzerkligi ve 6gretim programi dzerkligi boyutlarinda
farklilagmaktadir. Ogretmenler 6grenen 6zerkligini destekleme davranislarini “her zaman”
derecesine yakin bir diizeyde gerekli bulmakta, ancak ¢ogu zaman sergiledikleri
goriisiindedirler. Ogretmenler ozerklik destegi boyutlarini sirasi ile duygu ve diisiince
destegi, Ogrenme siireci destegi ve degerlendirme destegini gerekli bulduklar1 ve
sergiledikleri goriisiindedir. Ogretmenlerin dgrenen 6zerkligini desteklemesine iliskin
goriisleri cinsiyet ve brang degiskenine gore anlamli diizeyde farklilagsmaktadir. Kidem
degiskenine gore ise farklilasmamaktadir.

Regresyon analizi sonuglarina gore 0gretmen o6zerkliginin boyutlari, 6gretmenlerin
ogrenen Ozerkligini destekleme diizeylerinin gereklilik agisindan %5’ini, sergileme agisindan
%12’sini agiklamaktadir. Yordayict degiskenlerin Ogretmenlerin Ogrenen Ozerkligini
destekleme diizeyleri tizerindeki goreli onem sirasi gereklilik agisindan; mesleki iletigim,
Ogretme siireci, mesleki gelisim ve Ogretim programi Ozerkligi; sergileme agisindan ise
Ogretme siireci, mesleki iletisim, mesleki gelisim ve Ogretim programidir. Regresyon
katsayilarinin anlamliligina iliskin t-testi sonuglar1 incelendiginde yordayici degiskenlerden
sadece mesleki iletisim degiskeninin 6grenen 6zerkligini destekleme davranisinin gerekliligi
tizerinde anlamli yordayici oldugu; sergileme tizerinde ise mesleki iletisim ve 6gretme stireci
degiskeninin anlamli yordayici oldugu goriilmektedir. Mesleki gelisim ve Ogretim
programinin 6grenen Ozerkligini destekleme davranismi sergileme iizerinde anlamh
diizeyde etkili degildir.

Bu arastirmanin Tiirkiye’de ilk kez yapilmasindan dolayr bulgularinin cgesitli
arastirmalarla karsilastirilmas: icin farkli orneklem gruplarinda baska arastirmalar da
yapilmasi Onerilebilir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Ozerklik, Ogretmen 6zerkligi, Ogrenen dzerkligi
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