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ABSTRACT
This survey study was undertaken in order to research the teaching styles of science teachers
in terms of teachers’ gender, professional seniority and their students” learning styles. With
this aim, a study group was formed from 32 science teachers and 1,494 secondary school
students. The Teaching Style Inventory, Grasha-Riechman Learning Style Questionnaire and
Individual Information Form were used as data collection tools. As a result of this current
study, conducted with a view to examining the teaching styles of science teachers, it was
determined that science teachers mostly preferred G3 (Facilitator/Personal model/Expert)
and G4 (Representative/Facilitator/Expert) teaching styles, and that teachers' teaching styles
did not show significant differences for either gender or professional seniority, but that there
was a significant and weak relationship between science teachers' teaching styles and their

students' learning styles.
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INTRODUCTION

The art of teaching is not easy, taking great efforts to arrange and maintain a
classroom in which learning actually takes place (Blanch-Payne, 2000). In the constructivist
approach that gained importance during the 1980s, the most important task falls to the
teacher in establishing a learning environment that allows students to create their own
interpretation (Uredi & Uredi, 2009). Research conducted with a view to determining
personal differences among teachers relating to education have made the concept of teaching
style popular (Uredi & Uredi, 2007).

Teaching style, defined as a teachers' continuous and consistent behaviors in their
interaction with students within the learning-teaching process, is the form of teachers'
displayed behaviors, performance, beliefs, needs and professional knowledge (Grasha, 1995-
1996, 2002, 2003). Grasha (1994, 2002, 2003) divided teaching styles into five forms of expert,
formal authority, personal model, facilitator, and delegate.

Expert: Expert teachers have the knowledge and expertise needed by students, and
they try to protect their status as an expert by showing their detailed information to develop
the skills of their students.

Formal Authority: Such teachers gain a status among students thanks to their
knowledge. They are interested in establishing management rules for their objective,
expectations and for students by providing positive and negative feedback. They apply
stricter rules in guiding students.

Personal Model: Such teachers serve as a model regarding how something is
conducted and how to behave. They encourage students to make observations and guide
students to imitate their own approach and manage and monitor them.

Facilitator: Such teachers emphasize the personal nature of teacher-student
interaction. They guide students by asking questions, offering options, suggesting
alternatives and encouraging them to create their own options, and they direct students.
Their objective is to improve the capacity of independent action and responsibility in
students.

Delegator: Such teachers try to improve students' abilities and capacities to enable
them to act independently and work autonomously. They encourage students to accept
responsibility and take action.

While expert and authority teaching styles exhibit the teacher-centered approach, the
facilitator and representative teaching styles exhibit the student-centered approach; and the
personal model teaching style exhibits an approach which guides students during
acquisition of various skills and during cooperative works (Grasha, 2003). Grasha (2002,
2003) resembles each teaching style to colors in an artist's palette. While colors can be mixed
with each other; equally, teaching styles can include different combinations. Dominant style
resembles the foreground in a picture and is easily noticeable in understanding the vision of
an artist. Others, namely colors in the background of a picture, contribute to the texture of
the subject figure (Grasha, 2002, 2003). According to Vaughn and Baker (2001, 2008), teachers
are prone to preferring the teaching style in which they feel most relaxed. Johnson (1999) and
Wilson (1997) emphasized that teaching styles vary based on students' levels and subject
areas. It is indicated that this differentiation may affect student's performance positively
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(Johnson, 1999). Sutton (2003) states that participants emphasized the importance of
flexibility in compatibility of teaching style and learning style. As a result of his studies,
Grasha (2002, 2003) proposed that teachers may have more than one teaching style in their
inner classroom experiences; dividing teaching into four main groups of expert/ authority,
personal model/ expert/ authority, facilitator/ personal model/ experts and representatives/
facilitator/ expert. Teaching style groups emphasized by Grasha (2002) are as follows:

Expert/Authority  (Groupl [G1]); they establish a teacher-centered teaching
environment in which a traditional teaching method is employed. This is the appropriate
teaching style for learning environments in which teacher-student communication is not
required. This is the group in which individualistic differences are not considered, does not
care for students' establishing with each other, and in which the teacher directs subject
content, flow of information and time.

Personal Models/Expert/Authority (Group2 [G2]); in this group, classroom control is
shared with students to encourage their learning, and guides students about how they
should conduct everything, and allows for method.

Facilitator/Personal model/Expert (Group3 [G3]); this group adheres to cooperative
learning in the classroom, and gives direction to the teaching process. Teachers regulate
activities to promote active learning, start off works, and facilitate classroom interaction as
well as direct the teaching process.

Representative/Facilitator/Expert (Group4 [G4]); this is the group in which the teacher
serves as a consultant and source person. They include students in activities as an individual
or as a group. Compared to G3, they establish a more active learning environment.

Expert teaching style can be found in across all the groups. This is because teachers
perceive themselves as having the knowledge that their students need (Grasha, 1995-96;
Yangarber-Hicks & Grasha, 2000). While the teaching styles of groups G1 and G2 reflect
teacher-centered understanding, groups G3 and G4 reflect student-centered understanding
(Uredi & Uredi, 2009). In the teacher-centered approach, teachers consider themselves as the
key person in all activities, the source of knowledge, and a passive listener (Bilgin & Bahar,
2008). However, in the student-centered approach, the development is of students' capacities
in directing their own learning (Uredi & Uredi, 2007). In this context, it is possible with the
establishment of a participatory environment for students to develop their abilities, to think
and act independently, and to take responsibility for learning by themselves (Uredi & Uredj,
2007).

Research on teaching style allows teachers to understand which teaching styles they
possess and to become aware of the teaching strategies, methods and techniques suitable for
these styles, and to arrange learning-teaching processes more effectively (Uredi, 2011). The
teaching style predominantly adopted by teachers influences their attitude and behaviors
exhibited in the classroom, which consequently affects learning by their students (Uredi &
Uredi, 2009). For example, Bilgin, Uzuntiryaki, and Geban (2002) indicate that teachers with
student-centered teaching style are more successful and that they have more positive
attitudes towards courses. Considering the fact that each individual has unique ideas,
qualities and experiences related to their understanding of the world, these characteristics
may be effective in the learning process, learning style as individual differences come to the
fore (Bilgin & Bahar, 2008). Learning style is defined as each student's distinct and unique
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path while learning new and difficult information and remembering it (Dunn, Ingham, &
Deckinger, 1995; Dunn & Griggs, 1998). According to Sutton (2003), students experience high
levels of motivation, cooperation and academic achievement when an effective teacher
supports learning strategies, sources and students” skills, interests and learning styles with
planning and group studies. According to Ardakani, Alikhani, Shafayi, Soltan, and
Ravangard (2012), learning styles of many dropout students are not deemed compatible with
their teachers’ teaching styles. If the relationship between students’ learning styles and
teachers’ teaching styles is known, steps can be taken to address gaps in the learning-
teaching process. In this context, the relationship between students’ learning styles and
teacher’s teaching style gains importance, together with factors influencing the teaching style
which is the most effective in the process of learning. The aim of this study, therefore, is to
analyze science and technology teachers' teaching styles in terms of their gender, seniority
and their students' preferred learning styles. The following research questions were
examined:

1. What is the distribution of preferred teaching styles of science teachers?

2. Are there any significant differences between the teaching styles of science
teachers with respect to gender?

3. Are there any significant differences between the teaching styles of science
teachers with respect to their professional seniority?

4. Is there any significant relationship between the teaching styles of science teachers
and the learning styles of their students?

METHOD
Population and Sample

The sample of this survey model research consists of 1,494 sixth-, seventh- and
eighth-grade students attending 24 secondary schools located in the Turkish city of Burdur,
and 32 science teachers working in these schools. Stratified purposeful sampling was used to
form the sample of study. The demographic distribution of the participants can be seen in
Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic distribution of the participants

Participants Variable n %
1-5 (1) 4 12.5
6-10 (2) 8 25
Professional seniori 11-15 (3) 7 21.9
. rofessional seniority 16-20 (4) 4 125
Science Teachers (n=32)
21-25 (5) 3 9.4
26-30 (6) 6 18.7
Female 16 50
Gender
Male 16 50
6 513 34.3
Grade 7 488 327
Students (n=1494) 8 493 33.0
Female 760 50.9
d
Gender Male 734 49.1
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When Table 1 is examined, it can be seen that teachers are divided into six groups
according to their professional seniority, and that the number of female and male teachers is
equal. On the other hand, students have a closer distribution according to grade and gender
variables.

Data Collection Tools

As for the data collection tools employed in the study, the Grasha-Riechmann
Learning Style Scale and the Grasha Teaching Styles Scale were used, in addition to a
Personal Data Form prepared by the researcher.

Grasha-Riechmann Learning Style Scale (GRLSS). Developed by Grasha and Riechmann,
the Grasha-Riechmann Learning Style Scale (Grasha, 2002) was translated into Turkish by
Uzuntiryaki, Bilgin, and Geban (2002, as cited in Bilgin & Bahar, 2008). Consisting of six
different learning styles of Independent, Passive, Cooperative, Dependent, Competitive, and
Participants, the scale is a five-item, Likert-type scale consisting of 60 items (Grasha, 2002;
Bilgin & Bahar, 2008). Reliability coefficient of the scale (Cronbach's alpha) for this study was
calculated as .83.

Grasha Teaching Style Scale. Developed by Grasha (2002) and adapted into Turkish by
Uredi (2006), the Grasha Teaching Style Scale includes five subscales of Expert, Formal
Authority, Personal Model, Facilitator, and Delegate, and there are eight items in each of
these five sub-dimensions. For this study with a total of 40 items on a seven-point, Likert-
type scale, the reliability coefficient (Cronbach's alpha) was calculated as .91.

Data Analysis

In this study, percentage and frequency analysis was applied for the first sub-
problem; MANOVA was applied for the second; Kruskal-Wallis Analysis for the third; and
Pearson Correlation Analysis was applied for the fourth sub-problem. Since teachers’ scores
from each teaching style in the second, third and fourth sub-problems were found to be very
close to each other, rather than using the teaching style with the highest score, science
teachers’” scores from all teaching styles were used separately as their teaching style score.
For example, for each teacher, four different teaching style scores (G1, G2, G3, and G4) were
included in the analysis. As for learning style score, again students” scores from each kind of
learning style were separately considered and analyzed.

FINDINGS

Distribution of the science teachers' preferred teaching style can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2. Distribution of science teachers’ preferred teaching styles

Group Frequency (f) Percentage (%)
G3: Facilitator/ Personal Model/ Expert 13 40.6
G4: Representative/ Facilitator/ Expert 19 59.4
Total 32 100.0

When analyzing Table 2, it can be seen that participant teachers prefer the G3 and G4
teaching styles. The G3 group (Facilitator/Personal model/Expert) were found to represent 13
teachers (40.6%), whist the G4 group (Representative/Facilitator/Expert) were found to
represent 19 teachers (59.4%).
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MANOVA analysis was applied with a view to analyze the variance across science
teachers’ teaching styles by gender. All assumptions of the MANOVA analysis (normality,
linearity, one-variable contradictions, multivariate contradictions, homogeneity of variance,
covariance matrix, multicollinearity) were satisfied. During interpretation of the multivariate
test, Pillai’s Trace value (Pallant, 2001) was taken into consideration as suggested for small
samples. Accordingly, when the multivariate test results were examined, there was
significant differences found between scores of teaching styles by gender (F(4,27)=3.277,
p=.026, Pillai’s Trace= .327). In Table 3, results can be seen for the test that was carried out to
see in which groups difference existed.

Table 3. MANOVA results of science teachers’ teaching styles with respect to gender

Male Female
Variables = SD = SD F (1,30) p 12
G1 5.316 .757 5.234 520 128 723 .004
G2 5.391 .705 5.414 444 .013 911 .000
G3 5.625 581 5.688 418 122 729 .004
G4 5.620 .603 5.497 473 408 .528 .013

Bonferroni adjustment was applied to reduce Type 1 errors, since groups were
analyzed separately while interpreting the results of MANOVA. Accordingly, the original
alpha level, .05, was divided into four since there were four dependent variables and new
alpha value, .125, was obtained. Following Bonferroni adjustment, when Table 3 was
analyzed, no significant difference was found among science teachers’ teaching style scores
by gender (F(1,30)= .128, p= .723, I]’=.004 for G1; F(1,30)= .013, p= .911, I}>= .000 for G2;
F(1,30)=.122, p=.729, I>=.004 for G3; F(1,30)= .408, p=.528, I>=.013 for G4).

Kruskal-Wallis analysis was applied with a view to analyzing the variance in science
teachers’ teaching styles by professional seniority (see Table 4). The reason for preferring this
analysis is that two of learning style scores (G3 and G4) did not provide normal distribution
based on seniority.

1 00.



Egitim Bilimleri Arastirmalar1 Dergisi — Journal of Educational Sciences Research

Table 4. Kruskal-Wallis analysis results for professional seniority of science teachers’ teaching styles

Teaching style Professional n Mean rank af XE p

seniority

14.50 5 9.224 .10
14.94
9.57
18.75
25.17
22.17
14.00 5 8.292 14
15.56
9.57
19.50
23.00
22.25
14.75 5 3.789 .58
16.06
11.71
18.63
20.33
20.50
15.25 5 4.818 43
15.38
11.36
18.38
20.00
21.83

G1: Expert/Authority

G2: Personal Model/
Expert/Authority

G3: Facilitator/
Personal Model/Expert

G4: Representative/
Facilitator/Expert

AU WINPT R WRNR[(ONU B WN RO R W =
O W N 0 BR[O WO N 00O W N 0RO WO NI 00

According to Table 4, it can be seen that science teachers' G1(X2=9.224; p>.05),
G2(X2%6=8.292; p>.05), G3(X*6=3.789; p>.05), and G4(X?%s=4.818; p>.05), scores do not show
any significant differences for the variable of professional seniority.

To answer the fourth research question, correlation analysis results about the
relationship between science teachers' teaching styles and students' learning styles can be
seen in Table 5.

Table 5. Correlation analysis results for relationship between science teachers’ teaching styles and
students’ learning styles (n=1,494)

Independent Avoidant  Collaborative  Dependent ~ Competitive  Participant

G1: Expert/Authority 032 073" -.053" -.047 -.021 -019
G2: Personal Model/ 018 073" -.040 -.049 -009 -014
Expert/Authority

G3: Facilitator/ .

Personal Model/Expert 002 036 -.030 -.054 -.001 -.002
G4: Representative/ 005 050 -041 -.054" -023 -017
Facilitator/Expert

“p<.05; “p<.01

Based on Table 5, there is a positive and weak relationship between the G1 teaching
style and avoidant learning style (r=.073, p<.01), and a negative and weak relationship
between the G1 teaching style and collaborative learning style (r=-.053, p<.05); a positive and
weak relationship between the G2 teaching style and avoidant learning style (r=.073, p<.01),
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and a negative and weak relationship between G3 teaching style and dependent learning
style scores (r=-.054, p<.05); finally, a negative and weak relationship was found between the
G4 teaching style and dependent learning style (r=-.054*, p<.05). In short, the G1 score
increases, while the score of avoidant learning style increases; on the contrary, the score of
collaborative learning style decreases; and while the score of G2 increases, the score of
avoidant learning style increases; and while the score of G3 or G4 increases, the score of
dependent leaning style decreases.

RESULT, DISCUSSION, AND SUGGESTIONS

This study was conducted with a view to examining teaching styles of science and
technology teachers. As a result, it has been determined that teachers mostly choose G3
(Facilitator/ Personal model/ Expert) and G4 (Representative/ Facilitator/ Expert) as their
teaching styles. It also showed no significant variance for either gender or professional
seniority for teachers' teaching styles, but a significant relationship was found between
science teachers' teaching styles and students' learning styles.

Based on the results of the current study, we can say that science teachers' preferred
teaching styles are G3 and G4, which are both student-centered. This finding shows
similarities with research conducted by Uredi and Uredi (2009), Altay (2009), Uredi and
Giiven (2007), Kili¢c and Dilbaz (2013), Uredi (2011), and Whittington and Raven (1995). For
example, in the research studies by Uredi and Uredi (2009) conducted with 354 class
teachers, by Uredi and Giiven (2007) with 1,306 first and second level teachers, by Kili¢ and
Dilbaz (2013) with 94 science high school teachers, and by Uredi (2011) with 1,306 secondary
school teachers, the researchers revealed the most preferred teaching styles to be
delegate/facilitator/expert and facilitator/personal model/expert. These results show that
teachers have a student-centered perception. Uredi and Giiven (2007) indicated that teachers
with facilitator/personal model/expert teaching style have higher perceptions related to the
teaching profession when compared to teachers who preferred other teaching styles.
Working on the classification of different teaching styles, Whittington and Raven (1995)
determined the most preferred teaching style is 'enable’, which is student-centered. Isikoglu,
Bastiirk, and Karaca (2009) found that secondary school teachers tend to have a positive
belief regarding student-centered education. In the study conducted by Sert (2008), the
results showed that teachers met expectations of a constructivist program, namely,
expectations of student-centered understanding. In addition, Barrett (2004) determined that
teachers serving in applied science branches such as science adopt student-centered teaching
style more when compared to teachers serving in other science branches. However, Artvinli
(2010), as a result of research conducted with 242 geography teachers, determined that
teachers prefer and use teaching styles based on memorization, which are teacher-centered.
The reason for the inconsistency found between findings obtained as a result of research by
Artvinli (2010) and results of this current study may be due to the branches of the teachers
included in the samples being different, and also the type of school.

According to the findings of this current study’s research, it appears that science
teachers' teaching style show significant differences according to gender or professional
seniority. Conversely, Kilig¢ and Dilbaz (2013) found that 94 science high school teachers'
teaching styles did not show any significant differences based on gender or professional
seniority. Uredi (2011), as a result of research conducted with secondary school teachers,
found no significant relationship between teachers' preferred teaching styles and their
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gender, age, seniority, type of school, or latest graduated school; however, there was a
positive significant relationship found between their preferred teaching style and their
seniority and branches. Giilten and Ozkan (2014), as a result of their research conducted with
fourth grade teachers, did not encounter any significant difference between teaching style
sub-dimensions (expert, authority, personal mode, facilitator, delegate) and teachers' gender,
age, marital status, latest graduated field, high school graduation field, professional
experience, duration in the institution, or class size variables.

Another finding obtained from this current study is a significant meaningful
relationship between science teachers' teaching styles and students' learning styles. It is an
expected situation that there is a positive relationship between GI teaching style scores and
passive learning style, and a negative relationship between G1 teaching style and
collaborative learning style scores; a positive relationship between G2 teaching style scores
and passive learning style, and a negative relationship between G3 teaching style and
dependent learning style scores; and finally, a negative relationship between G4 teaching
style scores, and dependent learning style scores. G1 is included among teacher-centered
styles and since G1 has an approach accepting students as passive listeners, it is a teaching
style that supports passive learning style, but that is not compatible with cooperative
learning style containing students' interaction with each other and with teachers. It also
seems fairly natural as another teacher-centric style, G2 also supports passive learning style;
and that G3 and G4 having student-centered teaching styles and supporting students'
independent thinking, cooperation studies and in-class interaction are incompatible with
dependent learning style that has students relying on teachers and friends.

While no studies were found that directly relate to these findings, there are some that
can be associated indirectly with the findings of the current study. For example, an
experimental study by Wing-yin (2012) divided learning and teaching style into two; with
Type 1 supporting innovative, creative, critical, analytical, questioning thinking, and
interaction, and Type 2 supporting the following of rules. The results of Wing-yin’s study
indicated that teachers and students mostly preferred Type 1 type learning and teaching
style, and students had positive perceptions towards teachers with Type 1 teaching style and
educational environments which contribute to their learning. Wing-yin's study also
concluded that teachers and students mutually preferred using Type 1 style during the
process of teaching-learning, and that teachers with Type 1 learning style were effective on
their students” Type 1 learning style and career development (Wing-yin, 2012).

As a result of another research study in which the relationship between classroom
teachers’ learning and teaching styles were analyzed (Bilgin & Bahar, 2008), a positive
relationship was found between expert, authoritarian teaching styles in which the teacher-
centered approach was employed and respectively dependent and passive learning styles,
and also between representative teaching style in which a student-centered approach was
shown and independent learning styles. Accordingly, this current study shows consistency
with results of the study by Bilgin and Bahar (2008). In addition to these studies, a research
study by Wang (1992) compared American and Chinese higher education students” and
teachers’ teaching and learning styles. While consistency was found in America between
students’ learning styles and teachers’ teaching styles, no consistency was found between
Chinese teachers” and students’ teaching and learning styles. The differences seen in these
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two studies, in which two different countries were compared, may be as a result of
intercultural differences.

Based on the relationship between science teachers’ teaching styles and students’
learning styles, which was one of the findings of this current study, it can be suggested that
teachers choose student-centered teaching styles in order to support students’ learning styles
that require their active participation. Therefore, information about teaching styles and
learning styles should be provided to science teachers through the provision of in-service
training.

The following suggestions are given for future research in this area:

1) As a result of a study conducted with science teachers, Unal and Akpmar (2006)
determined that, although teachers have positive ideas regarding the importance of the
constructivist learning environment, they do not exhibit constructivist behaviors in the
classroom environment. In other words, whilst teachers may have theoretical understanding
of student-centered learning and teaching, the vast majority of teachers establish a more
traditional teaching environment. Also, some of them may adopt behaviors included in both
a traditional and constructivist learning environment. Accordingly, research may be
conducted relating to how consistent the learning styles of teachers are in theory compared
to their behaviors exhibited in practice.

2) Johnson (1999) indicated that students asserted that the teaching styles of instructors
were more teacher-centered than the instructors perceived. Accordingly, research could be
conducted on teachers teaching styles from not only the teachers' viewpoint, but also based
on their students' views.
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Fen Bilimleri Ogretmenlerinin Ogretim Stilleri5 ¢

Hasan METE?, Selda BAKIR 8
Giris
Ogretmenlerin 6grenme-ogretme siirecinde Ogrencileriyle olan etkilesimlerindeki
stirekli ve tutarli davranislar1 olarak tanimlanan 6gretim stili, 6gretmenin sinif ortaminda
sergiledigi davramislarin, performansin, inanglarin, ihtiyaglarin ve mesleki bilgisinin bir

formudur (Grasha, 1995-96; 2002; 2003). Grasha (1994; 2002; 2003), 6gretim stillerini uzman,
otorite, kisisel model, kolaylastiric1 ve temsilci olarak bese ayirmistir.

Uzman (Expert) Ogretim Stili: Ogrencilerin ihtiya¢ duyduklar1 bilgiye ve uzmanlga
sahip olan uzman 6gretmenler, 6grencilerinin yeteneklerini gelistirmek i¢in ayrintili bilgileri
gostererek ogrenciler arasinda, bir uzman olarak statiilerini korumaya calisirlar.

Otorite (Formal Authority) Ogretim Stili: Ogrenciler arasinda bilgileri sayesinde bir
statli kazanirlar. Olumlu ve olumsuz geribildirim saglayarak 6grenme amaglari, beklentileri
ve Ogrenciler igin yonetim kurallarmi olusturmakla ilgilenirler. @grencileri yonlendirmede
kat1 kurallar uygularlar.

Kisisel Model (Personal Model) Ogretim Stili: Ogrencilere bir seyin nasil yapilacag: ve
nasil davramlacagi konusunda &rnek teskil ederler. Ogrencileri gdzlem yapmalari igin
cesaretlendirir ve kendi yaklagimini taklit etmeleri i¢in rehberlik eder, yonetir ve izlerler.

Kolaylagtirict  (Facilitator) Ogretim Stili: Ogretmen-6grenci etkilesimlerinin kisisel
dogasini vurgularlar. Ogrencileri, sorular sorarak, secenekler sunarak, alternatifler onererek
ve kendi seceneklerini olusturmalar1 i¢in onlari cesaretlendirerek onlara rehberlik eder ve
yonetirler. Amaglari, 6grencilerde bagimsiz hareket ve sorumluluk kapasitesi gelistirmektir.

Temsilci (Delagator) Ogretim  Stili: Ogrencilerin  bagimsiz bir sekilde hareket
edebilmeleri, 6zerk bir sekilde calisabilmeleri icin onlarin yeteneklerini, kapasitelerini
gelistirmeye calisirlar. Ogrencileri sorumluluk alma ve girisimde bulunmaya tesvik ederler.

Uzman ve otorite 6gretim stilleri 6gretmen merkezli, kolaylagtiric1 ve temsilci 6gretim
stilleri, 6grenci merkezli yaklasim sergilerken, kisisel model 6gretim stili, 6grencilerin gesitli
beceriler kazanmasinda isbirlikli ¢alismalar1 sirasinda onlara rehberlik eden bir yaklasim
sergilemektedir (Grasha, 2003). Grasha (2002; 2003), 6gretim stillerinin her birini bir ressamin
paletindeki renklere benzetmektedir. Renkler birbiriyle karisabildigi gibi 6gretim stilleri de
degisik kombinasyonlarda bulunabilirler. Baskin stil, bir resimdeki 6n plana benzer ve
ressamin vizyonunu anlamada kolayca goze carpar. Digerleri, yani resmin arka planindaki
renkler, figiiriin orgilistine katkida bulunurlar (Grasha, 2002; 2003). Grasha (2002; 2003),
yaptig1 calismalar sonucunda, 6gretmenlerin sinif i¢i deneyimlerinde birden fazla 6gretim
stiline sahip olabilecegini ©ne slirerek, Ogretim stillerini uzman/otorite, kisisel
model/uzman/otorite, kolaylastirici/kisisel model/uzman ve temsilci/kolaylastirici/uzman

5Bu caligmanin verileri Yrd .Dog. Dr. Selda Bakir'in danigsmanhginda 2013 yilinda Mehmet Akif Ersoy Universitesi Egitim
Bilimleri Enstitiisiinde Hasan Mete tarafindan tamamlanan yiiksek lisans tezinden alinmustir.

¢ Bu calisma Rusya’da diizenlenen 4th International Conference on Education (ICED-2015)’da sozlii bildiri olarak sunulmustur.
7 Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretmeni - metecanlar47@hotmail.com

8 Sorumlu Yazar, Yrd. Dog. Dr. - Mehmet Akif Ersoy Universitesi -sbakir@mehmetakif.edu.tr

107.



METE & BAKIR
Teaching Styles of Science Teachers

olmak tizere dort ana grup olusturmustur. Grasha'nin (2002) {izerinde durdugu 6gretim
stilleri gruplar1 su sekildedir.

Uzman/Otorite (G1): Geleneksel 6gretim yonteminin kullanildi1 6gretmen merkezli
bir egitim ortami olustururlar. Ogretmenin dgrencilerle iletisimin gerekli olmadig1 6grenme
ortamlarma uygun Ogretim stilidir. Bireysel farkhiliklarin goze alinmadigi, 6grencilerin
birbirleriyle etkilesim kurmalarini 6nemsemeyen, 6gretmenin konunun igerigini, bilgi akigin
ve zamanin kendisinin yonlendirdigi gruptur.

Kisisel model/Uzman/Otorite (G2): Ogrenmeleri tesvik edebilmek icin ara sira smf
kontroliinii 6grencilerle paylasan bu grup, bir seyi nasil yapmalar:1 gerektigi konusunda yol
gosteren, ne yapabileceklerini gdstermelerine izin veren gruptur.

Kolaylastirici/Kisisel model/ Uzman (G3): Bu grup, sinfta igbirligine dayali 6grenmeyi
hakim kilar. Ogretme siireglerine yon verir. Ogretmenler aktif 6grenmeyi tesvik igin
etkinlikler diizenleyen, calismalar1 baslatan, smif igi etkilesimleri kolaylastiran ve 6gretme
siirecine yon veren Kisilerdir.

Temsilci/Kolaylastirict/Uzman (G4): Ogretmenin danisman ve kaynak kisi olarak gorev
aldigi, Ogrencileri bireysel veya grup olarak Ogrenme etkinliklere katan gruptur.
Kolaylastirici/Kisisel/uzman gruba gore daha aktif bir 6grenme ortami olustururlar.

Gruplara dikkat edildiginde uzman Ogretim stili, biitiin gruplarda yer almaktadir.
Bunun sebebi; 6gretmenlerin kendilerini 6grencilerin ihtiya¢ duydugu bilgiye sahip olarak
algilamalaridir (Grasha 1995-96; Yangarber-Hicks & Grasha, 2000). G1 ve G2 gruplarindaki
Ogretmenlerin Ogretim stilleri Ogretmen merkezli anlayisi yansitirken, G3 ve G4
gruplarindaki 6gretmenlerin Ogretim stilleri 6grenci merkezli anlayisi yansitmaktadirlar
(Uredi & Uredi, 2009). Ogretmen merkezli anlayista, 6gretmen kendisini tiim aktivitelerin
kilit noktasi, bilgilerin kaynag: gibi diisiinlirken 6grenci pasif dinleyici konumundadir
(Bilgin & Bahar, 2008). Ogrenci merkezli anlayista ise ogrencilerin kapasitelerinin
geligtirilmesi ve kendi &grenmelerine yon vermeleri 6n planda tutulmaktadir (Uredi &
Uredi, 2007). Bu baglamda 6grencilerin yeteneklerinin gelistirilmesi, bagimsiz diisiinmeleri
ve hareket etmeleri, kendi 6grenmelerinin sorumluluklarini almalar1 katilimcr bir 6grenme
ortaminin olusturulmasi ile miimkiindiir (Uredi & Uredi, 2007).

Ogretim stili aragtirmalari, 8gretmenlerin hangi 6gretim stillerine sahip olduklarim
bilmelerine, bu stillere uygun 6gretim strateji, yontem ve tekniklerin farkinda olmalarina ve
ogrenme-Ogretme siireglerini daha etkili bir sekilde diizenlemelerine olanak saglamaktadir
(Uredji, 2011). Ogretmenlerin baskin olarak benimsedikleri 6gretim stili, smifta sergiledikleri
tutum ve davranislarini, olusturduklar: 6grenme ortamini etkilemekte, bu da &grencilerin
ogrenmesini etkilemektedir (Uredi & Uredi, 2009). Her bireyin diinyay1 anlama konusunda
kendine 6zgii diislince, nitelik ve deneyimlere sahip oldugu ve bu o6zelliklerin 6grenme
siirecinde etkili olabilecegi diisiiniildiigtinde, bireysel farkliliklardan biri olan 6grenme stili
kavrami da goze carpmaktadir (Bilgin & Bahar, 2008). C)grenme stili, her 6grencinin yeni ve
zor bilgiyi Ogrenirken, hatirlarken kullandig1 farkli ve kendine o0zgii yollar olarak
tanimlanmaktadir (Dunn, Ingham & Deckinger, 1995; Dunn & Griggs, 1998). Sutton’a gore,
(2003) etkili bir ogretmen, 0grenme stratejileri, kaynaklar, 6grencilerin beceri ve ilgileri,
planlama, grupla ¢alismalariyla ilgili 6grenme stilini destekledigi taktirde, 6grenciler yiiksek
diizey motivasyon, isbirligi ve akademik basariy1 deneyimler. Ogrenme siirecinde bu kadar
onemli olan 6gretim stilini etkileyen faktorler ve 6gretmenin 6gretim stili ile 6grencilerin
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ogrenme stilleri arasindaki iliski bu baglamda 6nem kazanmaktadir. Bu ¢alismanin amaci
fen bilimleri 6gretmenlerinin 6gretim stillerini cinsiyet, kidem ve ogrencilerinin tercih
ettikleri 6grenme stilleri agisindan incelemektir. Bu amagla asagidaki sorulara cevap
aranmugtir: 1) Fen bilimleri dersi 6gretmenlerinin tercih ettikleri 6gretim stillerinin dagilimi
nasildir? 2) Fen bilimleri dersi 6gretmenlerinin 6gretim stilleri cinsiyete gore anlamli bir
farklihik gostermekte midir? 3) Fen bilimleri dersi 6gretmenlerinin 6gretim stilleri mesleki
kideme gore anlamli bir farklilik gostermekte midir? 4) Fen bilimleri dersi 6gretmenlerinin
ogretim stilleri ile 6grencilerinin 6grenme stilleri arasinda anlamli bir iliski bulunmakta
midir?

Yontem

Tarama modeliyle yapilan bu arastirmanin ¢alisma grubunu, Burdur ili merkezde
bulunan 24 ortaokulda 6grenim goren altinci, yedinci ve sekizinci smif 6grencilerinden 1494
kisi ve bu okullarda fen bilimleri dersine giren 32 6gretmen olusturmaktadir.

Arastirmada veri toplama araci olarak Grasha ve Riechmann tarafindan gelistirilen
(Grasha, 2002), Uzuntiryaki, Bilgin ve Geban (2002 Akt: Bilgin & Bahar, 2008) tarafindan
Tiirkgeye cevrilen “’Grasha — Riechmann Ogrenme Stili Olgegi”, Grasha (2002) tarafindan
gelistirilen, Uredi (2006) tarafindan Tiirkge'ye uyarlanan “Ogretim Stili Olcegi” ve
arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan “Kisisel Bilgi Formu” kullanilmistir. Bu calisma icin
‘Grasha — Riechmann Ogrenme Stili Olgeginin giivenirlik katsayist (Cronbach Alpha) .83,
Ogretim Stilleri Olgeginin giivenirlik katsayist (Cronbach Alpha) ise .91 olarak
hesaplanmustir.

Bulgular

Arastirmada elde edilen verilerin analizi sonucunda Ogretmenlerin en ¢ok tercih
ettikleri Ogretim stillerinin G3 (Kolaylastirici/Kisisel model/ Uzman ) ve G4
(Temsilci/Kolaylastirici/Uzman)  tiirti  0gretim  stilleri oldugu, Ogretmenlerin 6gretim
stillerinin cinsiyet ve mesleki kideme gore anlamli bir fark gostermedigi, fen bilimleri dersi
ogretmenlerinin 6gretim stilleri ile 6grencilerinin 6grenme stilleri arasinda anlamli ve zayif
bir iliski oldugu saptanmuistir.

Sonug, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Fen bilimleri dersi 6gretmenlerinin 6gretim stillerini incelemek amaciyla yapilan bu
¢alismanin sonucunda 6gretmenlerin en ¢ok tercih ettikleri 6gretim stillerinin G3 ve G4 tiirii
ogretim stilleri oldugu, 6gretmenlerin 6gretim stillerinin cinsiyet ve mesleki kideme gore
anlamli bir fark gostermedigi, fen bilimleri dersi Ogretmenlerinin Ogretim stilleri ile
Ogrencilerinin 6grenme stilleri arasinda anlamli ve zayif bir iligski oldugu saptanmastir.

Calismaya katilan fen bilimleri dersi Ogretmenlerinin tercih ettikleri O6gretim
stillerinin G3 ve G4 olmasina dayanarak fen Ogretmenlerinin 6grenci merkezli 6gretim
stillerini benimsedikleri sdylenebilir. Bu bulgu Uredi ve Uredi (2009), Altay (2009), Uredi ve
Giiven (2007), Kilic ve Dilbaz (2013), Uredi (2011), Whittington ve Raven’nin (1995)
calismalariyla benzerlik — gostermektedir. Ornegin, Uredi ve Uredi (2009), 354 smnif
ogretmeniyle, Uredi ve Giiven (2007), 1306 I. ve II. kademe Ogretmeniyle, Kilic ve
Dilbaz(2013), 94 fen lisesi Ogretmeniyle, Uredi (2011), 1306 ilkogretim Ogretmeniyle
yaptiklar1  ¢alismalar1  sonucunda en ¢ok tercih edilen Ogretim  stilinin
temsilci/kolaylastirici/uzman ve kolaylastirici/kisisel model/uzman 6gretim stilleri oldugunu
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bulmuslardir. Bu da 6gretmenlerin 6grenci merkezli algiya sahip olduklarini gostermektedir.
Uredi ve Giiven (2007), kolaylastirici/kisisel model/uzman o6gretim stiline sahip
ogretmenlerin 0gretmenlik meslegine iliskin algilarmin diger 6gretim stilini tercih eden
ogretmenlerden daha yiiksek oldugunu belirtmektedir. Farkli bir Ogretim stili
siniflandirmasiyla galisan Whittington ve Raven (1995) de en ¢ok tercih edilen Ogretim
stilinin 6grenci merkezli olan kolaylastiric1 olarak saptamistir. Isikoglu, Bastiirk ve Karaca
(2008), ilkogretim Ogretmenlerinin 6grenci merkezli egitime iliskin pozitif inanca sahip
olduklarin1  tespit etmislerdir. Sert(2008), arastirmasi sonucunda Ogretmenlerin
yapilandirmacit programin beklentilerini yani 6grenci merkezli anlayis beklentilerini yiiksek
diizeyde Kkargiladiklar1 sonucunu bulmustur. Ayrica, Barrett (2004), fen bilimleri gibi
uygulamali bilim dallarinda egitim veren ogretmenlerin diger bilim dallarinda ders veren
Ogretmenlere gore daha fazla Ogrenci merkezli 6gretim stilini benimsediklerini tespit
etmistir. Bununla birlikte, Artvinli (2010), 242 cografya Ogretmeniyle yaptig1 calismasi
sonucunda Ogretmenlerin ezbere dayali ve Ogretmen merkezli Ogretim stillerini tercih
ettiklerini ve kullandiklarin belirlemistir. Artvinli'nin (2010) ¢alismasi sonucunda elde ettigi
bulgularla bu ¢alismanin bulgulariin tutarsizlik gostermesinin sebebi, 6rneklemde yer alan
ogretmenlerin hem branglarmin farkli olmasi ve hem gorev yaptiklar: okulun lise diizeyinde
olmasindan kaynaklaniyor olabilir.

Bu arastirmanin bulgularina gore, fen 6gretmenlerinin 6gretim stillerinin cinsiyet ve
mesleki kideme gore anlamli bir farklilik gostermedigi goriilmektedir. Kilig ve Dilbaz (2013),
94 fen lisesi Ogretmenin Ogretim stillerinin cinsiyet ve mesleki kideme gore anlamli bir
farklilik gostermedigini tespit etmislerdir. Uredi (2011), ilkdgretim &gretmeniyle yaptig
¢alisma sonucunda 6gretmenlerin cinsiyetleri, yaslari, kidemleri, ¢alistiklar1 okul tiirii ve en
son mezun olduklar1 okul ile tercih ettikleri 6gretim stilleri arasinda anlaml bir iligki
olmadigini, gorev yaptiklar1 kademe ve branglar ile tercih ettikleri 6gretim stili arasinda ise
anlamli bir iliski oldugunu bulmustur. Giilten ve Ozkan (2014), dordiincii smuf
ogretmenleriyle yaptiklar: ¢alismalar1 sonucunda 6gretim stili alt boyutlar1 (uzman, otorite,
kisisel model, kolaylastirici, temsilci) ile 6gretmenlerin cinsiyet, yas, medeni durum, son
mezun olunan alan, lisede okunan alan, mesleki deneyim, ¢alistig1 kurumda gegirdigi siire
ve sinif mevcudu degiskenleri arasinda anlamli bir farkliliga rastlanmadigini belirtmislerdir.

Arastirmada elde edilen bir diger bulgu ise fen 6gretmenlerinin 6gretim stilleri ile
ogrencilerinin 0grenme stilleri arasmnda anlamli bir iliskinin oldugudur. G1 6gretim stili
puanlarinin pasif 6grenme stili ile arasinda pozitif, isbirlikli 6grenme stili puanlar ile
negatif iliski, G2 0gretim stili puanlari ile pasif 6grenme stili puanlar: arasinda pozitif iligki,
G3 Ogretim stili puanlari ile bagimh 6grenme stili puanlar: arasinda negatif iliski, G4 6gretim
stili puanlar1 ile bagimli 6grenme stili puanlar1 arasinda ise negatif iligski, beklenen bir
durumdur. G1, 6gretmen merkezli Ogretim stilleri arasinda yer alip, 6grencileri pasif
dinleyici olarak kabul eden bir yaklasima sahip olmasi nedeniyle pasif 6grenme stilini
destekleyen, fakat Ogrencilerin birbirleriyle ve Ogretmenle etkilesimini igeren isbirlikli
ogrenme stiliyle uyumlu olmayan bir 6gretim stilidir. Ogretmen merkezli bir diger 6gretim
stili olan G2'nin de pasif 6grenme stilini desteklemesi ve 6grenci merkezli 6gretim stilleri
olan, dgrencilerinin bagimsiz diisiinmelerini, isbirlikli ¢alismalarmi ve smif igi etkilesimi
destekleyen G3 ve G4 6grenme stillerinin, 6gretmenlerine ve arkadaglarina bagimli olan
ogrencilerin sahip oldugu bagimli 6grenme stiliyle uyumsuz olmalar1 oldukg¢a dogal
goriinmektedir. Bu bulgularla dogrudan iligkili bir ¢alismaya rastlanmamis olmakla beraber
dolayl olarak baglant1 kurulabilecek bazi calismalar mevcuttur. Ornegin, Wing-yin (2012),
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ogrenme ve Ogretme stilini yenilikgi, yaratici, elestirel, analitik, sorgulayic1 diisiinmeyi ve
etkilesimi destekleyen, Type 1 ve kurallar1 izlemeye yonlendiren Type 2 olarak ikiye ayirarak
yaptig1 deneysel ¢alisma sonucunda, 6gretmenlerin ve 6grencilerin ¢ogunlukla Typel tiirii
ogrenme ve Ogretme stilini tercih ettiklerini, 6grencilerin Type 1 6gretim stiline sahip
ogretmenlere ve 6grenmelerine katki saglayan egitsel ortamlara kars: olumlu algilara sahip
olduklarmi belirtmistir. Ayrica bu ¢alismada, 0grenme-0gretme siirecinde Ogretmen ve
ogrencilerin karsiikli olarak birbirlerinin Type 1 stilini kullanmalar1 yoniinde tercihte
bulunduklar: ve Type 1 6gretme stiline sahip 6gretmenlerin, 6grencilerinin Type 1 6grenme
stili ve kariyer gelisimleri tizerinde etkili oldugu sonucu bulunmustur (Wing-yin, 2012). Sinif
ogretmenlerinin 6grenme ve Ogretim stillerinin iliskisinin incelendigi bir bagka arastirma
sonucunda (Bilgin & Bahar, 2008), 6gretmen merkezli yaklasimin sergilendigi uzman ve
otoriter Ogretim stilleri ile sirasiyla bagimhi ve pasif 6grenme stilleri arasinda, 6grenci
merkezli yaklasimin sergilendigi temsilci 6gretim stili ile bagimsiz 6grenme stilleri arasinda
pozitif bir iliski bulunmustur. Buna gore Bilgin ve Bahar'in (2008) ¢alismalariin sonuglari,
mevcut ¢alismayla tutarlilik gostermektedir.

Calismanin bulgularindan biri olan fen bilimleri dersi 6gretmenlerinin 6gretim stilleri
ile 6grencilerin 6grenme stilleri arasindaki iliskiye dayanarak, 6grencilerin aktif katilimlarini
gerektiren Ogrenme stillerini desteklemek icin Ogretmenlerin O0grenci merkezli 6gretim
stillerini tercih etmeleri Onerilebilir. Bunun icin fen bilimleri 6gretmenlerine 6gretim stilleri
ve Ogrenme stilleri hakkinda hizmetici egitimler yoluyla bilgilendirme yapilabilir.
Gelecekte yapilacak arastirmalar icin agsagidaki oneriler sdylenebilir:

1) Unal ve Akpmar (2006), fen &gretmenleriyle yaptiklari calismalari sonucunda,
ogretmenlerin yapilandirmact 6grenme ortamimin Snemine dair olumlu fikirlere sahip
olmalarina ragmen, smif ortaminda yapilandirmaci davranislar sergileyemediklerini tespit
etmistir. Bir bagka deyisle teoride 6grenci merkezli anlayisa sahipken uygulamada biiyiik
¢ogunlugunun geleneksel 6grenme ortami olusturduklari, bir kisminin da geleneksel ve
yapilandirmacit 6grenme ortami arasinda yer alan davranislara sahip olduklar: goriilmiistiir.
Buna gore, 6gretmenlerin teorikte tespit edilen 6gretim stillerinin uygulamada sergilenenle
ne kadar tutarl olduguna dair arastirmalar yapilabilir.

2) Johnson (1999) ogrencilerin 6gretim elemanlarmin ogretim stilleri hakkinda,
ogretim elemanlarmin algiladiklarindan daha fazla oOgretmen merkezli oldugunu
sOylediklerini belirtmistir. Buna gore, 6gretmenlerin ogretim stilleri, sadece 6gretmenlerin
goriislerine gore degil, bu 6gretmenlerin 6grencilerinin gortiislerine dayali arastirmalar da
yapilabilir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Fen bilimleri 6gretmenleri, Ortaokul 6grencileri, Ogrenme stili, Ogretim
stili
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