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In this study, teacher support for classroom setting that promotes thinking skills was
comprised of two basic components based on student perception. The first one is
teacher-student relationship (TSR) consisting of the dimensions of teacher subject
matter knowledge, affective support and closeness, while the other is the teacher’s
effort to create thinking friendly classes (TFC). Both components were examined
separately in two subjects in which students viewed themselves successful and
unsuccessful in accordance with their GPAs. The study group consisted of 206 5th
graders. Regarding the students’ grade point averages, their best subject was Turkish
while their worst course was Mathematics. The results revealed that the classroom
setting of the subjects in which the students were more successful were more thinking
friendly than of the subjects in which they were not successful. Additionally, TSR mean
scores were higher in the subjects in which the students were successful. However,
thinking-friendly classroom predicted academic achievement significantly either in their
best or worst subjects, but teacher-student relationship was not a significant predictor
for academic achievement. Another finding was that TSR level rose as TFC environment
scores increased.
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Galismada, digsiinme becerilerini destekleyici sinif ortami igin 6gretmen destegi, 6grenci
algisina dayal olarak iki temel bilesen igerisinde degerlendirilmistir. Bunlardan ilki,
6gretmenlerinin bilgi, duygu destegi ve yakinlik boyutlarindan olusan 6gretmen-6grenci
iliskisi (00i), digeri ise 6gretmenin diisiinmeyi destekleyici sinif ortami (DDS) olusturma
gabasina yoneliktir. Her iki bilesende 6grencilerin not ortalamalarina gére kendilerini
basarili ve basarisiz bulduklari iki ders igin de ayri ayri degerlendirilmistir. Calisma grubu
besinci sinifa devam eden toplam 206 ortaokul 6grencisidir. Ogrencilerin akademik not
ortalamalarina gore en basaril oldugu ders Tirkgce, en basarisiz oldugu ders ise
Matematik oldugu sonucuna ulasiimistir. Ogrencilerin basarili oldugu derslerdeki sinif
ortaminin basarisiz olduklari derslere gore daha diisiinme dostu oldugu elde edilen diger
bir bulgudur. Ayrica 6grencilerin basarili olduklari derslerde O0i puan ortalamalari daha
yuksektir. Ancak gerek basarili gerekse basarisiz olunan derslerde disinmeyi
destekleyen sinif ortami akademik basariyr anlamli sekilde yordarken O0i’nin akademik
basari Gzerinde anlamli bir yordayici olmadigi bulgusuna ulasiimistir. Diger bir bulgu ise
DDS puanlari arttikga O0i diizeyi de yiikselmektedir.



https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/cuefd

Sevda DOLAPCIOGLU- Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 48(2), 2019, 1429-1454

Introduction

When countries regard their needs of educational system, they agree that individuals should be
promoted to improve higher-order thinking skills. Developing skills of analyzing, interpreting, reasoning,
evaluating and synthesizing is an indicator of educational quality of nations (Raudenbush, Rowan &
Cheong, 1993; Ramos, Dolipas; Villamor, 2013; Zohar, Degani & Vaaknin, 2001; Newman, 1990; Zohar &
Dori, 2003; Dwee, Anthony, Salleh, Kamarulzaman & Kadir, 2016). Fostering these skills include classroom
environment that promotes thinking skills (CEPTS) and teacher-student relationship (TSR). If it is required
to raise individuals who think, discuss and question, classroom setting is needed to be designed as suitable
for thinking and questioning, democratic and in a way that promotes multidirectional interaction
experiences (Sahin & Sari, 2016). Likewise, at schools where teachers are supportive, students have the
perception that TSR is democratic (ipek, 1999). Thus, TSR is important for TFC (Thinking - Friendly
Classrooms). Several researchers have already revealed that TSR directly influence on outcomes of
educational process related to students (Hamre and Pianta 2001; Jennings and Greenberg 2009; Wubbels,
Brok, Tartwijk, & Levy, 2012; Riley, 2010; Roorda, Koomen, Spilt, & Oort, 2011; Sakiz, 2017). Additionally,
a great number of studies suggested that teacher and student behaviors promoting thinking skills affect
classroom environment and learning outcomes (Doganay & Sari, 2012; Sahin & Sari, 2016; Beyer, 2001;
Fisher, 1995; Kline, 2002; Newman, 1990a; Newman, 1990b; Zohar et al., 2001; Ramos et al., 2013;
Raudenbush, Rowan & Cheong, 1993; Yiice, 2012). In spite of importance of these two components,
educators focus with a reverse perspective on that thinking skills can be improved for groups with higher
learning outcomes or on academic skills based teacher-student relationships (Cornelius-White, 2007;
Zohar et al., 2001). However, the components of teaching higher-order thinking skills and teacher support
should be for all students without making a distinction between successful and unsuccessful students. Not
academic achievement is significant for improving higher-order thinking skills, but exposure to
educational methods, experience and teacher support for including students in higher-order thinking
activities (Ramos et al., 2013; Doganay, 2014). TSR involved teacher behaviors that would support
students’ thinking process in the dimensions of informational support, affective support and closeness
(Murray, Murray and Waas, 2008)

Characteristics of a Thoughtful Classroom and Teacher-Student Relationship

Sutton and Wheatley (2003) revealed in their meta-analysis about TSR that teachers’ emotions
affected teachers’ and children’s cognitions, their styles of motivation and actions. For instance, when
teachers observe that their students progress towards an aim and their knowledge levels improve, they
feel themselves happier and more satisfied with their profession (Emmer, 1994; Hargreaves, 2000).
Similarly, when students think that their teachers care about them, they feel more attached to schools
(Sakiz, Pape & Hoy. 2012), their beliefs on meaning and importance of the things they learnt increase
(Gilbert et al., 2014), and they get more pleasure from learning and their academic self-respect develops
(Sakiz, 2017). Majority of these features are included in a classroom environment that promotes thinking.

Sari and Doganay (2013) emphasized three basic factors within the concept of “thinking-friendly
classrooms” in their study that were conducted on features of a thoughtful classroom. These factors were
teacher behaviors that promote thinking, teacher behaviors that prevent thinking and student behaviors
that promote thinking. These behaviors were included in sub-dimensions of teacher-student relationship
which were informational support, affective support and closeness. Additionally, Sahin & Sari (2016)
concluded that students’ scores regarding factors of supporting thinking and hindering thinking were
parallel with their academic achievement mean scores. Udall and Daniels (1991) stated that creating a
positive classroom environment is a significant characteristic among characteristics of a TFC. These
characteristics include teacher behaviours that would support student participation in class, spending
time for thinking, expressing ideas freely and fostering student interaction, and they are important for
TSR. In another study which emphasized teacher-student relationships, Newmann (2006) analyzed
teacher and student behaviors under the heading of indicators of classroom thoughtfulness. It was
stressed in this study that teacher support and social support in addition to interaction and relationship
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within the classroom would improve thinking skills. Ritchhart (2002) suggested in his study that there
should be interaction and relationship to support thinking in the classroom. Moreover, the author laid
emphasis on necessity of teacher’s being a model who has thinking skill. It was also emphasized that
teachers need to provide opportunity for students’ thinking, to have behaviors that promote intellectual
development, to support interaction and to present results of quality thinking to the classroom or to the
school. All of these traits become meaningful when teacher-student relationships are highlighted because
children prefer to receive education in environments where their teachers esteem them both cognitively
and emotionally and support them (Knoell, 2012; Daniels & Perry, 2003). However, today’s teachers are
disposed to increase academic achievement of students without regarding relationships (Cornelius-White,
2007; Meece, Anderman, ve Anderman, 2006) or to believe that thoughtful classrooms are only suitable
for the ones whose academic achievement is pretty high (Zohar et al. 2001). Contrarily, acceleration that
thinking supportive practices give to the students whose academic achievement levels are lower is more
than given to the ones whose academic achievement levels are higher (Raundenbush et al., 1993; Zohar
& Dori, 2003). Accordingly, it can be claimed that in improvement of thinking skills of the students whose
academic achievement levels are low and who have negative attitudes towards the subject, teachers’
informational support, affective support and closeness are significant factors in creating a thoughtful
classroom (Murray, Murray, Waas, 2008). These behaviours are sub-components of TSR in this study.

TSR and Academic Achievement

TSR affects children’s academic achievement and their experiences related to school in addition to the
fact that it is affected by school culture and several factors regarding teachers and students. TSR and child-
parents relationship are important predictors of educational outputs (Pianta, Nimetz, Bennet, 1997). A
strong teacher-student relationship and positive classroom environment increase participation to school
and children’s success in subjects (Christiansen, 2002). There is a positive relationship between teacher-
student relationship which is characterized by a high level of closeness, low level of conflict and of
dependence and academic achievement and dependence on school (Fraire et al., 2013). Furthermore,
young children and teachers think similarly in this respect. For instance, teachers — just like the children
did — declared that there was a connection between students’ liking school and children’s affective
support, informational support and closeness (Murray, Murray, Waas, 2008).

Most of students associate achievement in school to receiving good marks. Canadian high school
students expressed that teachers who cared about them, who encouraged them, who treated them
friendly and caringly played an important role in their receiving higher marks (Christiansen, 2002).
Similarly, high school students in Turkey report that when teachers are quite strict, when they teach in a
boring way and when students fail, they get away from school. A negative and moderate relation was
found between unexcused absence rates of those students and their academic achievement (Altinkurt,
2008).

National and international recent studies have revealed scientific data showing presence of a relation
between TSR and academic achievement. It was revealed that at primary school level, there was low-
moderate relation between closeness dimension of TSR and children’s reading marks, study habits and
social skills, but high-moderate relation between conflict dimension and school achievement (Baker
2006). Sakiz (2017) reported that there was a strong relation between teacher support perceived by the
students and children’s self-competence perceptions in science course. Like in the science course, quality
of TSR has an impact on mathematic achievement of middle school students. In a study carried out by
Gilbert, Musu-Gillettte, Wooley et al. (2014), it was found that there was a positive relation between
children’s tendency toward their achievement goals in mathematics course and their teachers’ beliefs
related to their ability to learn mathematics and to comprehend it. The studies above assure that learning
subjects like mathematics and science are not just result of cognitive processes.
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Characteristics that teachers have and their actions within the classroom influence on achievement of
their students both in and out of the school (Sutton and Wheatley, 2003). When relation between TSR
and academic achievement and academic effort was searched, it was found that impact of TSR increased
as classroom levels rose. However, positive sides of TSR affect students more in middle school period
while negative impact of TSR is more prominent for children in primary school period (Roorda, Koomen,
Spilt and Oort, 2011). Therefore, it is understood that TSR has an impact on children from preschool
education till the end of high school education, especially in middle school education period. Results of
some studies indicated that affective support provided by a teacher who knows students well and who
knows their needs is much more efficient on the first grade students’ academic achievements than
instructional support including specialized activities (Hamre & Pianta, 2005). The focal point of this study
is based on Udall ve Daniels (1991)’s student-teacher behavioral theory for a thoughtful classroom. This
theory offers some communicative-based suggestions on teacher’s behaviours to promote students’
thinking. On the other hand, Newmann (1990) analyzed teachers’ and students’ behaviours based on in-
class interaction under the title of thoughtful class indicators. Whereas, Ritchhart (2002) based
characteristics of a thoughtful class on teacher-student interaction with his theory of thinking culture. All
these theories formed the theoretical bases of TFC. Additionally, TFC and TSR are based on constructivist
theory and social-learning theory, because focusing on thinking skills means supporting cognitive and
social processes that help better learning (McGuinness, 1999). There are two types of constructivism in
classroom. The first one is cognitive or individual constructivism based on Piaget’s theory, and the second
one is social constructivism that is based on Vygotsky’s theory. While thinking is prior to language in
cognitive constructivism, it is just the contrary in social constructivism (Powell & Kalina, 2009). Aim of the
current study was to emphasize both cognitive and social sides of thoughtful classes by discussing the
relation level between TFC and TSR. It was highlighted by Piaget (2008) that teachers who transfer Piaget’s
and Vygotsky’s theories into teaching strategies through synthesizing them is more influential on
children’s learnings to think. It is also overemphasized in educational psychology that teachers should
guide students to help them construct knowledge in their minds. This guidance includes creating TFCs
such as encouraging students to create knowledge significantly, providing them settings where they can
explore their ideas, helping them realize learnings strategies (Slavin, 2003) and important teacher
behaviours. However, in spite of the national and international scientific data with respect to the
significance of the matter, studies which emphasize the relation between TSR and TFC and that analyze
both factors within the context of subjects in which both low and high academic achievement are
performed have not been found in the literature survey. Because of all these reasons, the current study
aimed to answer the following questions with the general aim of emphasizing relation and importance of
both factors:

1. Did mean scores of the students regarding teacher-student relationship they perceived and
thinking-friendly classroom differentiate in terms of their best and worst subjects at school?
2. What was the correlation level between the scores received from the teacher-student

relationship scale and the thinking-friendly classroom scale according to their best and worst
subjects at school?

3. Did the variables of teacher-student relationship and thinking-friendly classroom predict
academic achievement levels of students significantly for their best and worst subjects at
school?

Method

Participants

The population of this study consisted of middle school students studying in downtown Hatay. The
population of the research was firstly determined via convenient sampling, and the students in Hatay who
were in the study group of the research were identified as the population of the study since they were
accessible for the researcher. After the population was determined, the study group is expected to reflect
the population at maximum (Buyukoztiirk, Cakmak, Akglin, Karadeniz and Demirel, 2008). In the current
study, the data were collected from three schools that were believed to provide maximum variation (with
recommendation of Provincial Directorate of National Education) by considering some variables such as
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school achievement, family educational background, family socioeconomic status and teachers’
demographic characteristics.

In the study, the data were collected from the fifth graders of three middle schools located in Defne
and Antakya districts of Hatay province. It is known that learning process of every age group from
preschool to highschool is complicated and should be supported by the teacher (Bernhardt & Richmond
,2019). However, in younger classrooms, interaction with elder people, observation and experience
underlie thinking (Pritchard & Woollard, 2013). In the current study, interaction based on observation
with regards to teacher and student behaviours was emphasized. Therefore, the 5th graders who started
secondary school newly and who were aged between 10 and 11 were included in the study. Firstly, the
data were collected from 258 students, but the analyses were conducted on 206 students upon removing
52 data that were lost and that showed extreme values. Furthermore, both scales were separately used
twice on the same student both for his/her best and worst subject. When the study group was analyzed
demographically, it was seen that 46,3% of the group was girls (n=93) and 53,7% of it (n= 109) was boys.
Additionally, 61% of children’s mothers and 69,8% of their fathers were high school or university
graduates.

Data Collection Instruments

Demographic information of the participants (gender, grade, parents’ educational background) and
their achievement status (their best and worst subjects and Grade Point Average) were collected via a
form developed by the researcher. In addition to this, teacher-student relationship that the students
perceived was gauged via “Teacher-Student Relationship Scale”, while impact of classroom environment
on improving students’ thinking skills was measured with “Thinking-Friendly Classroom Scale”.

Teacher-Student Relationship Scale

“My Teacher and Me Scale” was developed by Murray, Murray, Was (2008) by editing related items
based on teacher-student relationship. Furthermore, adaptation study was carried out by Oz and
Dolapgioglu for 6-11 years old student group. The scale includes items related to teacher’s in-class student
support. The types of support comprise 3 separate factors of the scale. These factors are informational
support, affective support and closeness. Murray, Murray and Waas (2008) reported Cronbach Alpha
value for the whole scale as .67. The maximum score to be received from the scale is 40 while the
minimum score is 0. Internal consistency Cronbach Alpha was found .59 in the analysis applied for
reliability study. Construct reliability value of the scale was found to be .64, and test-retest reliability was
found to be .67. Chi-square compliance value of the scale was found to be significant (x2= 64.12, sd=32,
p=.000), and x2/df value regarding model fit was found to be 2.00. Additionally, model fit indices were
found to be RMSA: .033, RMR:.011, SRMR:.050 and CFI:.90. Validity and reliability analyses of the scale
conducted by Oz and Dolapgioglu (2019) revealed that the scale is applicable for Turkish culture.

Thinking-Friendly Classroom Scale

Thinking-Friendly Classroom Scale (TFCS) developed by Doganay and Sari (2012) on the fifth graders is
a measuring instrument consisting of 3 components which are “Teacher Behaviors that Promote
Thinking”, “Student Behaviors that Promote Thinking” and “Behaviors that Prevent Thinking”. The scale
contains 30 items. Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistencies were found .89, .82 and .69 for the first, second
and third components respectively. While the three components explained 42.36% of the total variance,
Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency of the whole scale was .89. The validity and reliability studies
performed by Doganay & Sari (2012) revealed that the scale is applicable to the fifth graders.
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Data Collection

It was decided to implement the study in three middle schools upon obtaining permission from
authorities of Hatay Provincial Directorate of National Education and upon receiving suggestions on which
schools would provide maximum variation. The school administrators and classroom teachers were
informed about the aim and way of implementation of the research. In the implementation phase, the
researcher informed the students about the aim of the research and the way the forms should be
completed by visiting all of the classes. Moreover, it was highlighted that participating in the study was
voluntary, and they might not take part in the implementation if they did not will. However, all of the
students were voluntary in taking part in the implementation. During data collection process, each
student was given the same scale forms twice. He/she was asked to fill in the forms firstly regarding
his/her best subject and secondly regarding his/her worst subject. The two forms received from the same
student were combined, and then they were entered into SPSS program by getting matched in the process
of analysis. The data were obtained from the students in the second semester of 2018-2019 academic
year. The students’ best and worst subjects were determined by regarding their first semester GPAs in
five subjects (Turkish, Mathematics, English, Social Studies and Science). Firstly, the students were asked
to answer the questions considering the teacher of the subject that their GPAs were the highest in the
first semester. One week later, the same students were asked to answer the questions considering the
teacher of the subject that their GPAs were the lowest. When the best and worst subjects of the students
in the study group were analyzed, it was found that their best subjects were Turkish (%29,1), Mathematics
(%26,2), English (%16,5), Social studies (%15,5) and Science (12,6), respectively. Whereas, their worst
subjects were Mathematics (%36,9), English (%25,2), Social studies (%15,5), Science (%15) and Turkish
(%7,3), respectively.

Data Analysis

Before starting analyses, preliminary examination was made for 218 research data. Individuals
showing peak value to an extent that disrupt the structure of the data, the data of 12 subjects that coded
in the same way systematically or that did not fill above 5% of the items were removed from the study.
The lost data in the rest of the data were completed with average (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2015). The data
structure was scrutinized before the analyses to determine which methods to be used. At this point,
hypothesis of the planned analyses which were normality, multicollinearity and singularity problems,
homogeneity and linearity hypothesis were examined (Leech, Barrett and Morgan, 2005; Pallant, 2016;
Tabachnick and Fidell, 2015). In pre-analyses, firstly normality assumption was questioned and it was
understood that skewness and kurtosis values were in normal limits. Then, linearity between the variables
was examined via scatter plots, and the data were found to show linearity. Finally, it was inferred from
relation values between the variables that there was not multicollinearity problem of the values. As a
result of all these pre-analyses, it was understood that descriptive statistics (percentage, arithmetic mean,
standard deviation), t-test, ANOVA, correlation and regression analyses could be performed.

The possible difference between mean scores of the students related to teacher-student relationship
that they perceived in their best and worst subjects and to “thinking-frienly classroom” was investigated
through dependent sample t-test. Moreover, the possible difference between their mean scores
regarding teacher-student relationship that they perceived based on the types of subjects (successful or
unsuccessful) and “thinking-frienly classroom” was investigated via ANOVA. While relation between the
students’ scores of teacher-student relationship, of thinking-friendly classroom and of achievement was
analyzed via correlation analysis, academic achievement predictivity of their scores of teacher-student
relationship and of thinking-friendly classroom was analyzed via regression analysis. The analyses were
performed by using SPSS - 20 package program, and significance level of the findings were calculated as
.05 ve .01 (Buylikoztirk, 2010; Can, 2017; Cokluk, Sekercioglu and Bliylikéztirk, 2010; Leech et al., 2005;
Tabachnick and Fidell, 2015).
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Findings

The analysis process for this research started with questioning if the data of the research would meet
basic hypotheses of the planned analyses. In this respect, normality of each variable was analyzed with
Skewness and Kurtosis values to see if normality hypothesis - an important hypothesis - was met, and the
data were considered to meet normality hypothesis (kurtosis and skewness needs to be between -1 and
+1) (Leech etal., 2005). The scatter diagram matrix was examined for multivariate normality and linearity,
and it was regarded that multivariate normality and linearity hypotheses were met as elliptic-similar
shapes were  obtained (Cokluk et al., 2010). While Box M test conducted for homoscedasticity
(homogeneity) revealed that there was no homoscedasticity problem, correlation between variables for
multicollinearity problem, VIF and tolerance values were analyzed, and no multicollinearity problem was
found (Can, 2017; Gokluk et al., 2010; Kline, 2005; Pallant, 2016; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2015).

When the hypotheses regarding the data obtained from the current study were examined, it was seen
that parametric and multivariate statistics could be performed. Thus, it was investigated if there was
difference between mean scores of the students related to teacher-student relationship perceived by
them in their best and worst subjects and to thinking-friendly classroom. A correlated sample t-test was
employed in order to reveal if there was a difference between the same students’ mean scores regarding
teacher-student relationship perceived by them in their best and worst subjects and thinking-friendly
classroom, and the results of analysis were given in Table 1.

Table 1.

Comparison of Correlated Sample T-Test Related To the Students’ Mean Scores Regarding Teacher-
Student Relationship Perceived By Them in Their Best and Worst Subjects and Thinking-Friendly
Classroom

n b3 Standard Standart Degree Mean
deviation error of difference t p
freedom
Best 206 20,92 8,54 .60
TSR
Worst 206 18,39 7,84 .55 205 2,53 4,62 .000*
TSR
Best 206 94,71 14,81 1,03
TFC
Worst 206 89,89 13,98 .97 205 4,82 5,78 .000*
TFC

*p<.01 TSR: Teacher-student relationship TFC: Thinking-friendly classroom

As seen in Table 1, there was a significant difference (t (205)= 4,62; p< .01) between teacher-student
relationship that the students perceived in their best subjects (f: 20,92; SS= 8,54) and relationship in
their worst subjects (f: 18,39; SS=7,84). Additionally, the difference between two mean scores was 2,53,
and the values had 95% confidence interval changing from 1,45 to 3,18. On the other hand, a significance
difference (t (205)=5,78; p< .01) was found between the students’ scores of thinking-friendly classroom
scale for their best subjects (}4_'= 94,71; SS= 14,81) and for their worst subjects (}4_'= 89,89; SS= 13,98).
The difference between two mean scores was 4,82, and the values had 95% confidence interval changing
from 3,18 to 6,47.

ANOVA was employed to reveal if there was a significant difference between mean scores of the
students related to teacher-student relationship perceived by them in their best and worst subjects and
to thinking-friendly classroom scale, and the results were shown in Table 2.
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ANOVA Results Of Scores of the Students Related To Teacher-Student Relationship Perceived By Them in
Their Best and Worst Subjects and To Thinking-Friendly Classroom Scale and Descriptive Statistical Values
of the Groups

Source

Subjects n X SD SS DF MS F p Difference
of Var.
Mathematics 54 21,63 8,34 Bet. 406,90 4 101,72 1,41 .23 -
Groups
Turkish 60 2006 sas  WHhIN o csa17 201 72,41
Students’ best Groups
subjects TSR Science 26 18,25 7,51 Sum 14961,07 205
Social Stu. 32 2127 971
English 34 2299 839
Sum 206 2092 854
. Bet.
Mathematics 76 19,03 821 315,08 4 78,77 1,29 .28 -
Groups
Students’ Turkish 15 1875 821 g‘:gz; 1228590 201 61,12
?’S"I{Stwb’em Science 31 1901 854 Sum 12600,98 205
Social Stu. 32 1952 654
English 52 1629 7,37
Sum 206 1839 7,84
Mathematics 54 9406 1557 Bet. 353,86 4 88,47 40 81 -
Groups
Turkish 60 9523 1611  WithIn o icoees 201 221,88
Students’ best Groups
subjects TFC Science 26 93,10 14,72 Sum 44950,84 205
Social Stu. 32 9353 12,81
English 34 9715 13,40
Sum 206 9471 14,81
LMathematl 26 9200 11,71 Bet. 4047,66 4 101191 565  .00*
cs Groups
) Within
Students’ 2. Turkish 15 8819 1248 . M 3603060 201 17926
:’;’C'Stwbjem 3. Science 31 8891 15,10 sum 40078,26 205 1-5;3-4;4-5
4.SocialStu. 32 9548 10,57
5. English 52 8329 16,13
Sum 206 89,89 13,98

*p<.01

TSR: Teacher-student relationship TFC: Thinking-friendly classroom

As it can be seen in Table 2, there was no significant difference between teacher-student relationship
scale with regard to the students’ best and worse subjects and thinking-friendly classroom scale with
regard to the students’ best subjects. On the other hand, there was a significant difference between
between thinking-friendly classroom scores with regard to the students’ worst subjects (F (205) = 5,65;
p<.01). A significant difference was found between Mathematics-Social studies; Science-Social studies and
Social studies-English in LSD test which was performed to determine between which groups the difference

existed.

Pearson correlation analysis was employed in order to reveal correlation between the students’
academic averages in their best and worst subjects, their teacher-student relationship scores and their
thinking-friendly classroom scale scores, which was another aim of the research, and the results were
presented in Table 3.
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Table 3.
Arithmetic Mean, Standard Deviation and Correlation Values Of the Research Variables

1 2 3
In their best subject
1.Grade point average -
2. Teacher-student relationship .19* -
3. Thinking-friendly classroom 29%* .58** -
¥ 94,67 20,92 94,71
SS 7,03 8,54 14,81
In their worst subject 1 2 3
1.Grade point average -
2. Teacher-student relationship .02 -
3. Thinking-friendly classroom 24%* .56%* -
¥ 73,81 18,39 89,89
SS 18,34 7,84 13,98

n=206 *p<.01, **p<.001

In Table 3, it is clear that there was a positively difference at a low level of significance between the
students’ grade point averages in the subjects (either their best or worst subjects) and their scores of
thinking-friendly classroom scale. However, a mediocre difference was found between their scores of
teacher-student relationship scale and of thinking-friendly classroom scale. Besides, while a positively
significant correlation was observed between the students’ grade point averages in their best subject and
their scores of teacher-student relationship scale, no significant correlation was found between the
aforementioned variables in their worst subject.

Finally, multiple regression analysis was performed to determine predictivity of teacher-student
relationship and thinking-friendly classroom in the students’ academic achievement, which was another
aim of the research. This regression equation was formed in two different ways with reference to the
students’ scores in their best and worst subjects, and the results were presented in Table 4.

Table 4.
Regression analysis results regarding predictivity of the students’ scores of teacher-student relationship
and thinking-friendly classroom scale in their best and worst subjects for their academic achievement

The students’ best subject

Predictor Variables

B Standard error B t p
Fixed 82,08 3,15 26,10 .00*
TSR .03 .07 .03 42 .68
TFC 127 40 .27 3,23 .00*
R=.29 R>=.08 Adj. R? = .07

F(2-205)= 9,20

The students’ worst subject

Predictor Variables

B Standard error B t p
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Fixed 42,63 8,28 5,15 .00*
TSR -.35 .19 -.15 -1,83 .07
TFC 42 11 .32 3,92 .00*
R=.27 R?=.07 Adj. R*=.06
F(2-205)= 7,77

* p<.01

Regression analysis with standard multiple regression method was performed to determine
predictivity of the students’ scores of teacher-student relationship and thinking-friendly classroom scale
in their best and worst subjects for their academic achievement. The findings obtained from the analysis
conducted revealed that thinking-friendly classroom predicted academic achievement significantly either
in their best or worst subjects, but teacher-student relationship was not a significant predictor for
academic achievement. On the other hand, 8% of the academic achievement in the students’ best subject
and 7% of it in their worst subject was predicted by their thinking-friendly classroom scores.

Discussion & Conclusion

In this section, the findings were discussed in three main points based on the students’ best and worst
subjects. The first of these was the relation of academic achievement with TFC. The second was the
relation of academic achievement with TSR. Finally, the findings relevant to the relation of these two
variables (TFC and TSR) were discussed.

Regarding grade point averages of the students in the study group, their best course was Turkish while
their worst course was Mathematics. It was concluded that the classroom environment in which the
students were successful was more thinking-friendly than the environment in which they were
unsuccessful. Similarly, a positively significant difference was found between the students’ academic
grade point averages in their either best or worst subjects and their scores of thinking-friendly classroom
scale. In other words, thinking-friendly classroom predicted academic achievement significantly. One of
the reasons of this fact may be that TFCs are based on the theory that all students interact with and
support each other academically, and they give opportunity to all students at all academic levels. This is
because of the fact that knowledge obtained through higher-order thinking processes can much more
easily be transferred (Ramos, et al.,, 2013; Newman, 1990). According to both social and cognitive
constructivist theories, in-depth learning is significant for learning to think as it is based on the fact that it
helps students learn meaningfully and learn new concepts by transferring related prior knowledge (Powell
&Kalina, 2009). Furthermore, teachers need to guide students to help their higher-order learning (Slavin,
2003). This guidance can be provided via teacher behaviours included in TFC and TSR. Jacobson and Stark
(2009) emphasized in their study that teachers are required to apt to investigate and explore ways of
teaching thinking skills if they aim to do this. Tan, Whipp, Gagné, and Quaquebeke (2019), found in their
study conducted with 9th graders that two-sided in-class interaction provided more efficient learnings
than one-sided in-class interaction. Thus, affective learning way of thinking would be supported when TFC
and TSR are discussed together. It should not be forgotten that educational psychology emphasizes that
principles and pedagogy based on both cognitive and social learnings are necessary strategies for
developing thinking skills (Olsen, 1999).

Similarly, Sahin and Sari (2016) found in their study they conducted with secondary school students
that there is correlation between students’ GPAs and their TFC scores. Another finding of this study was
that thinking education is significant for students’ academic improvement in all courses regardless of their
achievement levels. Developing higher order thinking skills should be basic educational target.
Furthermore, teachers are supposed to aim at creating TFC setting for students of all academic levels.
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However, there aer some views in literature that teachers believe that thinking education is more suitable
for the students whose academic achievement is high, but keep unsuccessful students away from lessons
(zohar & Dori, 2003). Nevertheless, these researchers concluded in their study that initial achievement of
less successful students increased more than of more successful students. Likewise, a significant relation
between TFC and achievement level scores when subjects in which students were less successful were
taken into consideration. These findings conflict with teachers’ opinions aforementioned. Raudenbush et
al. (1993) found in their study conducted with teachers of different branches working in 16 schools that
tendency of the same teacher’s teaching higher-order thinking skills was higher in classes with high
academic achievement level compared to classes with low academic achievement. Zohar et al. (2001)
claimed in their study that most of the teachers thought that higher-order thinking is not suitable for
unsuccessful students. They even asserted that higher-order thinking tasks are far beyond their levels,
and those students should be taught through information transfer. However, few groups (20%) suggested
that all students need to be included in higher-order thinking environment and tasks regardless of their
achievement levels. Consequently, while unsuccessful students are exposed to chronically low-cognitive
tasks, the successful ones are exposed to more complex tasks (Shepard, 1991). Because of all these
reasons, it can be suggested that students ought to be provided a learning environment suitable for
principles of TFC regardless of their academic achievement levels. Vygotsky’s theory in which social
interaction is the basis for successful cognitive and intellectual improvement and Bandura’s theory in
which learning is an active process and proceeds through constructivist thinking (Pritchard & Woollard,
2013) are applicable for all children. These theories focus on in-class interaction and can be assessed on
the component of TSR. On the other hand, modern learning theories decline traditional classroom setting
by identifying the teacher as communicator and the student as learner (Kumpulainen & Wray 2003). TFC
regards teacher behaviours as encouraging for student thinking and as guiding for communication as well.
Supporting these classes with TSR can help principles of educational psychology be included in the
process. This is because of the fact that educational psychology promotes the idea that more successful
thinking strategies can be produced when learning is based upon both cognitive and social constructivist
theories. Hence, according to Piaget (2008), implementation of cognitive constructivist theory and
Vygotsky’s theories can improve students’ mental structures.

According to another finding of the current study was that teacher-student interaction level was
higher in the subjects they were successful at. The previous studies revealed the positive correlation
between academic achievement and TSR (Pianta, Steinberg, Rollins, 1995; Ladd, 1997; Hamre & Pianta,
2001). There was a positive significant difference between the students’ TSR and academic grade point
averages for their best subjects; however, no significant difference was observed between the
aforementioned variables for their worst subjects. When the students’ total scores in their best and worst
subjects were scrutinized together, it was seen that the correlation affected academic achievement, yet
it was not high enough to predict academic achievement significantly. Mathematics was the subject in
which the students’ academic achievement levels were the lowest. Gilbert et al. (2014) presented the
correlation between mathematics which students mostly found difficult and TSR. In the current study, it
was found that the students’ achievement levels in mathematics increased depending upon increase in
TSR. Sakiz (2017) obtained similar results for Science course academic self-efficacy variable. When
generally considered, students’ academic achievement and dependency on schools increase in TSR in
which closeness is high, conflict and dependency are low (Fraire et al., 2013). Because of these reasons,
TSR is a crucial issue to be considered in classrooms.

Another result of the current study was that there was a positively significant difference between the
students’ TFC and TSR scores when the scores they received from their best and worst subjects were
analyzed seperately. Teacher-student relationship level rose as thinking-friendly classroom environment
scores increased. One of the reasons of these may be the parallelism between component of teacher
support for improving students’ higher-order thinking skills and teachers’ behaviours regarding
informational and affective support of TSR. Both variables stress that teachers should provide learner
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support (Udall & Daniels, 1991; Hamre & Pianta, 2001). Another reason of significant correlation between
these two variables may be that both contain teacher behaviours to include students in learning process.
This stems from the fact that the more a teacher directs students to the thinking-promoting activities, the
more their thinking skills develop (Ramos et al., 2013; Kumpulainen & Wray, 2003; Jacobson & Stark,
2019). Additionally, TSR based on teachers’ cognitive-affective support is also important during students’
activities, because teachers are required to exhibit behaviours that would promote intellectual
development and interaction in a thoughtful classroom setting (Ritchhart, 2002). A teacher is the one who
provides students with a suitable setting to learn and to think, and the one who facilitates thinking. He/She
is also the one who gives students enough time to think and fosters interaction (Udall & Daniels, 1991).
Moreover, improvement of higher-order thinking skills needs to be examined in the dimension of affective
learnings that can be supported with TSR such as attitude toward lessons and having fun of characteristics
of a thinking class although it is generally claimed to be prevented by syllabus and curriculum instructions
(Newman, 2006). Teachers tend to believe that thinking-based learning may cause affective difficulties
for the students who are academically unsuccessful (Zohari et al., 2001). For those students, teacher-
student relationship, in addition to the characteristics of a thinking classroom, can eliminate these
difficulties. Several studies suggested that positive teacher-student relationship characterized by
informational support, affective support and closeness had a positive impact on children’s academic,
behavioral and social achievement (Crosnoe, Johnson & Elder, 2004; Decker, Dona, & Christenson, 2007;
Jennings & Greenberg, 2009). Actually, classrooms with a strong TSR are the ones that promote students’
motivation and interest even in difficult subjects such as mathematics and science (Gilbert, Musu-
Gillettte, Wooley 2014). A strong TSR creates positive classroom atmosphere by reducing students’ stress
(Ahnert et al., Milatz, 2012). A positive classroom atmosphere intrinsically contains several components
such as the way to behave each other within the classroom, presentation of information to the students,
approaches related to learning and respect for various ideas and for possible mistakes (Urdan and
Schoenfelder, 2006). These components directly cover features of TFC. Even in the subjects like
mathematics that are supposed to be difficult for a great number of students, students perceive classroom
setting more positively when they receive affective support from their teachers, and this perception
increases their academic effort, academic self-efficacy and appreciation of academic study. When traits
of a thinking environment defined by Kline (2002) were examined, it was understood that settings in which
students are encouraged, and in which equality, comfort, peace and freedom are included were
described. Therefore, it can be suggested that TSR paves the way for creation of thinking-friendly
classrooms. Because of this fact, it can be suggested that component of TSR be added to sub-components
of TFC, and these components be paid special attention while creating thoughtful classrooms. One of
methodological limitations of this study was that LSD test which is a slightly-suggested test was employed
for determining between which groups the significant difference existed (Field, 2009) via one-way ANOVA
on scores of TSR and TFC with regards to the students’ best and worst subjects. The reason why this test
is slightly suggested is that the significance level it offered is smaller than the other tests. However, it
should not be forgotten that even small levels are significant and worthwhile for the development of
thinking skills.
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Tiirkge Siirimui

Giris

Ulkelerin egitim sistemi ihtiyaglarn dikkate alindiginda yetistirmek istenilen bireylerin diisiinme
becerilerine sahip olmasi konusunda gorus birligi vardir. Analiz etme, yorumlama, akil yuriitme,
degerlendirme, sentezlemeye dayali st distinme becerilerinin gelistirilmesi uluslar igin egitim kalitesinin
bir gostergesidir (Raudenbush, Rowan ve Cheong, 1993; Ramos, Dolipas; Villamor, 2013; Zohar, Degani
ve Vaaknin, 2001; Newman,1990; Zohar ve Dori, 2003; Dwee, Anthony, Salleh, Kamarulzaman ve Kadir,
2016). Bu becerilerin desteklenmesi diisinme becerilerini destekleyici sinif ortami (DDS) ve 6gretmen-
dgrenci iliskisini (00I) de icinde barindirir. Ciinkii diisiinen, sorgulayan bireyler yetistirilmek isteniyorsa
sinif ortaminin da disiinmeye ve sorgulamaya uygun, karsilikli iletisimin oldugu uygulamalari yagsatacak
sekilde demokratik bir 6zellikte olmasi gereklidir (Sahin ve Sari, 2016). Benzer sekilde 6gretmenlerin
destekleyici oldugu oldugu okullarda 6grenciler O0i’nin demokratik oldugu algisina sahiptirler (ipek,
1999). Bundan dolayi DDS icin O0i incelenmelidir. Arastirmacilar O0i’nin egitim siirecinin 6grenciye iliskin
ciktilarini dogrudan etkiledigini ortaya koymustur (Hamre ve Pianta 2001; Jennings ve Greenberg 2009;
Wubbels, Brok, Tartwijk, ve Levy, 2012; Riley, 2010; Roorda, Koomen, Spilt, ve Oort, 2011; Sakiz, 2017).
Ayrica, diisinme becerilerini destekleyici 6gretmen ve 6grenci davraniglarinin sinif ortamindaki 6zellikleri
ve 6grenme ciktilarina etkisi de bir cok arastirmaya konu olmustur (Doganay ve Sari, 2012; Sahin ve Sari,
2016; Beyer, 2001; Fisher,1995; Kline, 2002; Newman, 1990; Zohar ve ark., 2001; Ramos ve ark., 2013;
Raudenbush , Rowan ve Cheong, 1993; Yiice, 2012). Ogrenci ciktilarini gelistiren bu iki bilesenin énemine
ragmen egitimciler, tam tersi bir bakis agisi ile sadece 6grenme c¢iktilari yiiksek olan gruplar icin diisinme
becerilerinin gelisebilecegi ya da akademik beceri odakli 6gretmen-6grenci iliskisi Uzerine
odaklanmaktadirlar (Cornelius-White, 2007; Zohar ve ark., 2001). Oysa, Ust diizey disiinme becerilerinin
ogretimiicin 6gretmen destegi 6geleri akademik basarisi yliksek ya da zayif ayirt etmeden tiim 6grenciler
icin olmaldir. Ogrencilerin Ust diizey disiinme becerilerinin gelisimi icin 6nemli olan akademik basari
degil, egitsel yontemlere maruz kalmasi, deneyim edinmesi ve 6gretmenler tarafindan st diizey diisinme
aktivitelerine katilim igin desteklemesidir (Ramos ve ark.,2013 ;Doganay, 2014). O0i bilgi destegi, duygu
destegi ve yakinlik boyutlarinda (Murray, Murray ve Waas ,2008) 6grencinin diisinme slrecinin 6gretmen
tarafindan desteklenmesini saglayacak 6gretmen davranislarini icerir.

Diistinen Sinif Ozellikleri ve Ogretmen-Ogrenci iliskisi

Sutton ve Wheatley (2003) OOi ele alan bircok arastirmayi inceleyerek vyaptiklari sentezde
o6gretmenlerin duygularinin, 6gretmenlerin ve ¢ocuklarin bilislerini, gidiilenme bicimlerini ve eylemlerini
etkiledigi ifade etmislerdir. Ornegin 6gretmenler, dgrencileri bir amaca dogru ilerlediklerinde, bilgi
dizeyleri ilerlediginde kendilerini hem daha mutlu hem de meslekleri ile ilgili daha tatmin olmus
hissetmektedirler (Emmer, 1994; Hargreaves, 2000). Paralel sekilde 6grenciler de 6gretmenlerinin onlari
onemsediklerini disiindiklerinde okula daha bagh (Sakiz, Pape ve Hoy. 2012) hissetmekte; 6grendikleri
konunun anlam ve énemine iliskin inanglari artmakta (Gilbert, vd. 2014); ve 6grenmekten daha ¢ok zevk
almakta ve akademik benlik saygilari yukselmektedir (Sakiz, 2017). Bu ozelliklerin ¢ogunlugu DDS
icerisinde yer almaktadir.

Sari ve Doganay (2013) duslinen sinif 6zellikleri boyutunda yaptiklari ¢alismada “diisinme dostu
siniflar” kavrami icerisinde (¢ ana faktor tGzerinde durmuslardir. Bunlar; diisinmeyi gelistirici 6gretmen
davranislari, diislinmeyi engelleyici 6gretmen davraniglari ve diisinmeyi gelistirici 6grenci davraniglaridir.
Bu davranislar 6gretmen-6grenci iliskisi alt boyutlari olan bilgi destegi, duyussal destek ve yakinlik
boyutlarinda davranislar icermektedir. Ayrica Sahin ve Sari (2016) ¢alismalarinda diisiinmeyi destekleyen
ya da engelleyen 6grenci puanlarinin akademik basari ortalamalari ile paralel oldugunu ifade etmisleridir.
Udall ve Daniels (1991) dislinen sinif 6zellikleri icerisinde olumlu bir sinif ikliminin yaratiimasi kriterinin
DDS ogeleri agisindan dnemli bir 6zellik oldugunu ifade etmistir. Bu 6zellikler; 6grencinin derse katilimini,
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diisinme i¢in zaman harcamasini, dislincelerini rahat bir sekilde ifade etmesini destekleyecek 6gretmen
davraniglari icermektedir ve OOI icin énemlidir. Diisinme ortamuyla ilgili O0i’'ne vurgu yapan diger bir
¢alismada Newmann (1990) 6gretmen ve 6grenci davranislarini disiinen sinif gostergeleri bashigi altinda
incelemistir. Ogretmen destegini ve sosyal destegin, sinif ici iyi iletisim ve iliskinin diisiinme becerilerini
gelistirecegi vurgusunu yapmistir. Ritchhart (2002) disinmeyi gelistirici sinif ortaminin etkilesime dayali
olmasi gerektigini vurgulamistir. Ayrica yazar, siniflarda 6gretmenin de diisinme becerilerine sahip 6rnek
bir model olmasi gerektigini vurgulamistir. Ogretmenin diisiinme igin imkan yaratmasi ve entellektiiel
gelisimi destekleyen davranislari ve etkilesimleri destekleyerek, kaliteli distinmenin sonuglarini sinifa ya
da okula sunmasi gerektigini vurgulamistir. Tim bu 6zellikler dogrudan 6gretmen-6grenci iliskisi boyutlari
vurgulandiginda daha da anlam kazanir. Cuinkii gocuklar 6gretmenlerinin bilissel ve duygusal olarak onlara
deger verdigi ve destekledikleri ortamlarda egitim almay: tercih etmektedirler (Knoell, 2012; Daniels ve
Perry, 2003). Oysa gliniimizde 6gretmenler 6grencileri ile sinif ici etkilesim dilzeyini géz 6niinde
bulunduramayarak sadece ¢ocuklarin akademik basarilarini arttirmak (Cornelius-White, 2007; Meece,
Anderman, ve Anderman, 2006 ) ya da distnen sinif 6zellikleri olusturmanin yalnizca akademik basari
diizeyi yuksek 6grenci grubuna uygun olduguna inanma egilimindedirler (Zohar, vd. 2001). Dlstnlenin
aksine distiinme egitimini destekleyen uygulamalarin akademik basari dizeyi disik 6grencilere
kazandirdigi ivme, akademik basari diizeyi yiiksek olan 6grenci grubundan fazladir (Raundenbush vd.,
1993; Zohar ve Dori, 2003). Bu bilgiler 1siginda akademik basari diizeyi genel ortalamanin altinda olan,
derse olumsuz tutum gelistiren 6grencilerin diisiinme becerilerinin gelistiriimesinde 6gretmenin bilgi
destegi, duygusal destek ve yakinlik davranislarinin (Murray, Murray, Waas, 2008) distinen bir sinif
yaratmada &nemli faktérler oldugu sdylenebilir. Bu davranislar ¢alisma icerisinde yer alan OOi alt
boyutlaridir.

00i ve Akademik Basari

OO0, okul kiiltiirii, 8gretmenler ve 6grencilere iliskin bircok faktériin ézelliklerinden etkilendigi gibi ayni
zamanda cocuklarin akademik basarilari ve okula iliskin deneyimlerini de etkiler. Ozellikle okul &ncesi
dénemde O0i ve ¢cocuk-ebeveyn iliskisi egitimsel ciktilarin 6nemli birer yordayicisidirlar (Pianta, Nimetz,
Bennet, 1997). Glglu 6gretmen-6grenci iliskisi ve olumlu sinif atmosferi okula katilimi ve ¢ocuklarin ders
basarisini arttirir (Christiansen, 2002). Yiiksek seviyede yakinlik ve disik seviyede ¢atisma ve bagimlilikla
karakterize olan 6grenci 6gretmen iliskisi ile akademik ve basari ve okula baglilik arasinda olumlu bir iligki
vardir (Fraire vd. 2013). Ustelik bu noktada kiiciik cocuklar ile dgretmenler benzer diisinmektedirler.
Ornegin 6gretmenler de - tipki gocuklar gibi- dgrencilerin okulu sevme durumlari ile gocuklarin algiladiklar
duygusal, bilgisel destek ve yakinlik duygusunun ilgili oldugunu bildirmektedirler (Murray, Murray, Waas,
2008).

Ogrencilerin bircogu okul basarisi kavramini iyi notlar almakla eslestirmektedir. Kanadali lise
ogrencileri onlari 6nemseyen, cesaretlendiren, ilgili ve arkadasca davranan 6gretmenlerin, cocuklarin
okulda daha yuksek notlar almalarinda itici giic olduklarini ifade etmektedirler (Christiansen, 2002).
Benzer sekilde Turkiye’deki lise 6grencileri de 6gretmenler asiri disiplinli davrandiklarinda, dersleri sikici
bir sekilde islediklerinde ve basarisiz olduklarinda okuldan uzaklastiklarini rapor etmektedirler. Okuldan
uzaklasan bu 6grencilerin 6zlirsiiz devamsizlik oranlari ile akademik basarilari arasinda olumsuz yonde ve
orta derecede bir iliski saptanmistir (Altinkurt, 2008).

Ulusal ve uluslararasi giincel ¢alismalar O0i ve akademik basari arasindaki iliskiyi gésteren bilimsel
veriler ortaya koymaktadir. ilkdégretim diizeyinde, OOi’nin yakinlik boyutu ile cocuklarin okuma notlari,
calisma aliskanliklari ve sosyal becerileri arasinda dislik-orta derecede iliski oldugu, ancak catisma
boyutunun ise okul basarisi ile yiiksek-orta derecede iliskili oldugu ortaya konmustur (Baker 2006). Sakiz
(2017), 6grenciler tarafindan algilanan 6gretmen destegi ile cocuklarin fen bilgisi dersindeki akademik 6z-
yeterlik algilar arasinda giiglii bir iliski oldugunu rapor etmektedir.  Fen bilgisi dersinde oldugu gibi
O0i’nin kalitesi, ortaokul 6grencilerinin matematik basarisini da etkilemektedir. Gilbert ve digerlerinin
calismasina gore (2014), cocuklarin matematik dersindeki basari hedeflerine dogru yonelimleri,
o6gretmenlerinin onlarin matematigi 6greneceklerine ve anlayacaklarina iliskin inanclari ile olumlu yénde
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iliskilidir. Yukaridaki calismalar gostermektedir ki fen bilgisi ve matematik gibi konulari 6grenmek sadece
bilissel suireglerin sonucu degildir.

Ogretmenlerin sahip olduklari 6zelliklerin ve sinif icindeki eylemlerinin 6grencilerin hem okul iginde ve
hem de okul disindaki basarilari izerinde etkisi vardir (Sutton ve Wheatley, 2003). O0i ve akademik basari
ve akademik caba arasindaki iliski incelendiginde, sinif diizeyi yiikseldikge OOi’nin etkisinin arttig
gorilmektedir. Ancak, ortadgretim déneminde OOi'nin olumlu yénleri 6grenciyi daha ¢ok etkilerken,
ilkégretim diizeyinde ise olumsuz OOi’nin etkisi cocuklar tizerinde daha belirgindir (Roorda, Koomen, Spilt
ve Oort, 2011). Bundan dolayi okul &ncesi ddnemden lise dénemi sonuna kadar OOi cocuklar {izerinde
etkisi incelendiginde 6zellikle ortaokul doneminde etkisi oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Aragtirma sonuglari
Ogrencisini taniyan, ihtiyaglarini bilen bir 6gretmen tarafindan saglanan duygusal destegin birinci sinif
ogrencilerin akademik basarilari Gzerinde 6zellesmis uygulamalari iceren 6gretimsel destekten ¢ok daha
etkili oldugunu gostermektedir (Hamre ve Pianta, 2005).

Calismanin odak noktasi Udall ve Daniels (1991)'in dlstinen sinif dzellikleri icin 6grenci-6gretmen
davranislari teorisine dayanmaktadir. Bu teori 6gretmenin 6grencileri disinmeye tesvik edici davranislari
Gzerinde iletisim temelli 6nerilerde bulunmaktadir. Diger taraftan Newmann (1990) 6gretmen ve 6grenci
sinif ici iletisime dayali davraniglarini disiinen sinif géstergeleri bashgi altinda incelemistir. Ritchhart
(2002) ise distinme kiiltlri teorisi ile dustnen sinif ozelliklerinin 6gretmen-6grenci etkilesimine
dayandirmaktadir. Tim bu teoriler DDS 6zellikleri kuramsal temelini olusturmaktadir. Ayrica DDS ve OOI
yapilandirmaci kuram ve sosyal 6grenme teorisine dayanir. Clnki dusiinme becerilerine odaklanmak
daha iyi 6grenme saglayan bilissel ve sosyal slirecleri destekleme anlamina gelir (McGuinness, 1999). Sinif
icinde iki tip yapilandirmacilik vardir. ilki Piaget’'nin teorisine dayanan bilissel ya da bireysel
yapilandirmacilik ikincisi ise Vygotsky’in teorisine dayanan sosyal yapilandirmaciliktir. Bilissel
yapilandirmacilik teorisinde disiinme dilden 6nce gelir. Sosyal yapilandirmacilik teorisinde ise dil
diisinmeden énce gelir (Powell & Kalina, 2009). Bu calismanin amaci ise DDS ve OOI arasindaki iliki
diizeyini tartisarak disinme dostu siniflarin hem bilissel hem de sosyal yonini vurgulamaktir. Piaget
(2008)’ e gore ¢ocuklarin distinmeyi 6grenmesi konusunda Piage ve Vygotsky ‘nin teorilerini bir arada
sentezleyerek 0Ogretim stratejilerine aktaran 6gretmenlerin daha basarih oldugunu vurgulamistir.
Egitimsel psikoloiinin de temelinde de 6grencinin bilgiyi zihninde yapilandirmasi icin 6gretmenin rehberlik
etmesi vurgusu vardir. Bu rehberlik 6grencinin bilgiyi anlamli bir sekilde Gretmesi icin destekleme,
ogrencilere fikirlerini kesfedecekleri ortamlar sunma, 6grenme stratejilerinin farkina varmalarini saglama
(Slavin, 2003) gibi DDS’lar olusturma ve OOi icin 6nemli olan &gretmen davraniglarini igine alir. Ancak,
konunun 6nemine iliskin ulusal ve uluslararasi bilimsel verilere ragmen; yapilan alanyazin taramasinda
OQi ile DDS arasindaki iliskiyi vurgulayan ve her iki faktdriin etkilerini hem diisiik hem yiiksek akademik
basarinin gosterildigi dersler baglaminda inceleyen c¢alismalara tim egitim kademeleri igin
rastlanamamistir. Tim bu sebeplerden dolayi bu ¢alisma, her iki faktérin iliskisini ve 6nemini vurgulama
genel amaciyla asagidaki sorulara cevap vermeyi amaclamistir:

1. Ogrencilerin algiladigi 6gretmen &grenci iliskisi ve disiinme dostu sinif puan ortalamalari
akademik not ortalamalari en basarili ve en basarisiz olduklari derslere gore farklilasmakta
midir?

2. En basarili ve en basarisiz olunan derslere gére 6gretmen 6grenci iliskisi 6lgegi ve diisiinme
dostu sinif 6lgegi puanlariiliski diizeyi nedir?

3. Ogrencilerin en basarili ve en basarisiz oldugu derslerde akademik basari durumunu &grenci

ogretmen iliskisi ve diisinme dostu sinif degiskenleri anlamli diizeyde yordamakta midir?
Yéntem
Calisma Grubu

Bu calismanin evreni Hatay sehir merkezinde 6grenim goren ortaokul 6grencilerinden olusmaktadir.
Arastirmanin galisma grubunun evreni, ilk olarak kolayda érnekleme yoluyla belirlenmis ve arastirmacinin
kolay ulasabilecegi calisma grubu olan Hatay ilindeki 6grenciler ¢alisma evreni olarak belirlenmistir.
Calisma evreni belirlendikten sonra g¢alisma grubu maksimum diizeyde vyansitmasi amaglanir
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(Buyikoztirk, Cakmak, Akglin, Karadeniz ve Demirel, 2008). Bu ¢alismada okul basarisi, ailenin egitim
durumu, ailenin sosyo ekonomik durumu, 6gretmenlere iliskin demografik 6zellikler gibi degiskenler g6z
onine alinarak (Milli egitim mudirliga 6nerisiyle) maksimum cesitliligi saglayacagi kanaatine varilan lg
okuldan veri toplanmistir.

Arastirma kapsaminda Hatay ili Defne ve Antakya ilgelerine bagh 3 ortaokulun besinci siniflarindan veri
toplanmistir. Anasinifindan liseye her yas grubunun 6grenme siirecinin karmasik oldugu ve 6gretmen
tarafindan desteklenmesi gerektigi bilinmektedir (Bernhardt & Richmond ,2019). Ancak daha kiiglik
siniflarda 6zellikle buydklerle iletisim, gozlem ve tecribe disinmenin temelini olusturur (Pritchard &
Woollard, 2013). Galisma icerisinde de 6gretmen davraniglari ve 6grenci davranislarinin diisinmeyi
destekleyici olmasi gerektigine yonelik gozleme dayali iletisim vurgusu vardir. Bu sebeple ¢alisma grubu
olarak ortaokula yeni baglayan ve yaslari 10 ile 11 arasinda degisen besinci siniflar segilmistir. Calismada
ilk olarak 258 kisiden veri toplanmis ancak kayip ve u¢ deger gésteren 52 verinin temizlenmesinden sonra
analizler 206 kisi lizerinde gergeklestirilmistir. Ayrica her iki 6lcek ayni 6grenci tarafindan hem akademik
basarisi en diisiik oldugu hem de en yiiksek oldugu ders igcin ayri zamanlarda iki kere uygulanmistir.
Arastirmanin ¢alisma grubu demografik 6zellikler agisindan incelendiginde grubun %46,3’(inlin (n=93) kiz;
%53,7’sinin (n=109) erkek oldugu; ¢alisma grubundaki cocuklarina annesinin %61’inin lise veya Universite;
%69,8’inin babasinin lise veya universite mezunu oldugu goriilmustir.

Veri Toplama Araglar

Galisma grubuna ait demografik bilgiler (cinsiyet, sinif, anne baba egitim durumu) ve basari durumlari
(en basarili ve en basarisiz olduklari ders ve not ortalamalari) arastirmaci tarafindan gelistirilen bir kisisel
bilgi formu araciligiyla toplanmistir. Bunun yaninda 6grencilerin algiladiklari 6grenci 6gretmen iliskisini
belirleyebilmek igin “Ogretmen Ogrenci iliski Olgegi”, ve sinif ortaminin 8grencinin diisinme becerisini

e

gelistirme durumu ise “Diisiinme Dostu Sinif Olcegi” kullaniimistir.
Ogretmen Ogrenci iliski Olgegi

vy

“Ogretmenim ve Ben Olgegi”Murray, Murray, Was (2008) tarafindan ilgili maddeler 6grenci-6gretmen
iliskisi temel alinarak diizenlenmis ve &lcek haline dénustirilmistiir. Oz ve Dolapgioglu, (2019) tarafindan
da 6-11 yas arasi 6grenci grubuna uyarlama c¢alismasi yapilmistir. Olgek &gretmenin sinif ici dgrenci
destegine yonelik maddeler icermektedir. Bu destek tipleri 6lgekte 3 ayri faktor olarak yer almaktadir. Bu
faktorler bilgi destegi, duygusal destek ve yakinliktir. Murray, Murray ve Waas (2008) ise tiim 6lcek icin
Cromba alfa degerini .67 olarak rapor etmistir. Olcekten alinabilecek en yiiksek puan 40 en diisiik puan ise
0’dir. Turkce’ye uyarlama calismalari c¢ercevesinde yapilan givenirlik calismasinda ise i¢ tutarhhk
Cronbanch’s Alpha i¢ tutarlik katsayisi .59 ¢ikmistir. Bununla birlikte guvenirlik ¢alismasi kapsaminda
yapilan yapisal giivenirlik degeri. 64 ve test tekrar giivenirligi. 67 olarak bulunmustur. Olgegin ki kare uyum
degerinin (x2= 64.12, sd=32, p=.000) anlamli oldugu ve model uyumuna iliskin olarak x2/df degerinin 2.00
oldugu bulunmustur. Uyum indeks degerleri ise RMSA: .033, RMR:.011, SRMR:.050, CFI:.90 olarak
bulunmustur. Oz ve Dolapcioglu (2019) tarafindan yapilan gecerlik giivenirlik analizleri 6lgegin Tiirk
kiltariinde uygulanabilir oldugunu gostermistir.

Diisiinme Dostu Sinif Ol¢egi

Doganay ve Sari (2012) tarafindan besinci sinif 6grencileri Gzerinde gelistirilen Disiinme Dostu Sinif
Olgegi, lic boyuttan olusmaktadir. ilki “Diisiinmeyi Destekleyici Ogretmen Davranislari”; ikinci boyut
“Diisiinmeyi Destekleyici Ogrenci Davranislari” ve son boyut ise “Diisiinmeyi Engelleyici Davranislar”
boyutlarindan olusmaktadir. Olgek toplam 30 maddeden olusmaktadir. Cronbanch’s Alpha i¢ tutarlk
katsayisi ilk faktdr icin .89, ikinci faktér icin .82 ; tiglincii faktdr icin .69 ¢ikmistir. Ug faktdr toplam varyansin
% 42.36’sin1 agiklarken 6lgegin tamamina ait Cronbanch’s Alpha i¢ tutarlik katsayisi .89’dur. Doganay ve
Sari (2012) tarafindan yapilan gecerlik glvenirlik analizleri 6lgegin ortaokul besinci sinif 6grencilerine
uygulanabilir oldugunu gostermistir.
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Verilerin Toplanmasi

Hatay il Milli Egitim MidirlGginden alinan izin ve hangi okullarin maksimum cesitliligi saylayacagina
dair oneriler gergevesinde li¢ ortaokuldan veri toplanmistir. Uygulama yapilacak okulun yéneticileri ve
uygulama yapilacak siniflarin 6gretmenleri ile gorlsiilmis ve arastirmanin amaci ve nasil yapilacagl
hakkinda ilgililere bilgi verilmistir. Uygulama asamasinda arastirmaci sahsen tim siniflara girmis ve
ogrencilere galismanin amaci ve formlarin nasil dolduracagi hakkinda bilgi vermistir. Bununla birlikte
ogrencilere ¢alismaya katilmayi isteyip istemedikleri sorulmus ve isteksiz olan 6grencilerin ¢alismaya
katilmayabilecekleri vurgulanmistir. Bu slrecte calismadan cgekilmek isteyen herhangi bir 6grenci
olmamustir. Verilerin toplanmasi siurecinde ayni 6grenciye iki defa 6lgcek formlari verilmis, ilkinde en
basarili oldugu dersi, ikincisinde en basarisiz oldugu dersi diistinerek formlari doldurmasi istenmistir. Ayni
o0grenciden toplanan iki form birlestirilmis daha sonra analiz surecinde verilerin eslestirilerek SPSS
programina girmesi saglanmistir. Ogrencilerden veri 2018-2019 egitim 6gretim yili ikinci déneminde
toplanmistir. Ogrenciler birinci ddnem akademik not ortalamalari dikkate alinarak toplam bes ders
icerisinden (Tirkce, Matematik, ingilizce Sosyal bilgiler ve Fen bilgisi) en basarili ve en basarisiz olduklari
dersler belirlenmistir. Ogrencilerden ilk olarak belirlenen branslarda birinci dénem not ortalamasi en
yuksek dersin 6gretmenini diistinerek sorulari yanitlamalari istenmistir. Bir hafta sonra ayni 6grencilerden
birinci dénem not ortalamasi en disik olan dersinin 6gretmenini disunerek sorulari yanitlamalari
istenmistir. Calisma grubunun basarili ve basarisiz olduklari dersler incelendiginde; en basarili olunan
dersleri sirasiyla Tiirkge (%29,1), Matematik (%26,2), ingilizce (%16,5), Sosyal bilgiler (%15,5) ve Fen bilgisi
(12,6)dir. En basarisiz olunan dersler ise sirasiyla Matematik (%36,9), ingilizce (%25,2), Sosyal bilgiler
(%15,5), Fen bilgisi (%15), Tirkge (%7,3) dir.

Verilerin Analizi

Analizlere gecilmeden 6nce 218 arastirma verileri Gizerinde 6n incelemeler yapilmis; verilerin yapisini
bozacak sekilde u¢ deger gosteren kisiler, sistemli sekilde ayni kodlamalari yapan veya maddelerin
%5’inden fazlasini bos birakan toplam 12 kisinin verisi analizlerden ¢ikarilmistir kalan verilerdeki kayip
veriler ortalama ile doldurulmustur (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2015). Analizlere gegilmeden 6nce hangi analiz
metotlarinin kullanilacagina karar vermek amaciyla verilerin yapisi incelenmistir. Bu noktada ¢alismada
planlanan analizlerin varsayimlari olan normallik, coklu ortak dogrusallik ve tekillik sorunu, homojenlik ve
dogrusallik sayiltilari incelenmistir (Leech, Barrett ve Morgan, 2005; Pallant, 2016; Tabachnick ve Fidell,
2015). On analizlerde ilk olarak normallik varsayimi incelenmis ve basiklik ¢arpiklik degerlerinin normal
sinirlar igerisinde oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ardindan degisenler arasindaki dogrusallik sagilim grafikleri ile
incelenmis ve verilerin dogrusal iliskiler gosterdigi belirlenmistir. Son olarak degiskenler arasinda iliski
degerleri incelendiginde degerlerde ¢oklu baglanti sorunu olmadigi sonucuna ulasilmistir. Yapilan tim bu
on analizler sonucunda betimsel istatistikler (yizde, aritmetik ortalama, standart sapma gibi), t testi,
ANOVA, korelasyon ve regresyon analizlerinin yapilabilecegi anlasiimistir.

Ogrencilerin en basarili ve basarisiz olduklari derslerde algiladiklari dgretmen-6grenci iliskisi ve
disiinme dostu sinif puan ortalamalari arasinda fark olup olmadigi bagiml 6rneklem t testi ile 6grencilerin
basarili ve basarisiz olduklari ders tiriine gore algiladiklar 6gretmen-6grenci iliskisi ve diisiinme dostu
sinif ortami puan ortalamalari arasinda fark ANOVA ile incelenmistir. Ogrencileri dgretmen dgrenci iliskisi,
diisinme dostu sinif puanlari ve derslerdeki basari puanlari arasindaki iliskiler korelasyon, 6gretmen
ogrenci iliskisi, dlisinme dostu sinif puanlarinin akademik basariyi yordama durumu regresyon analizi ile
incelenmistir. Analizler SPSS - 20 paket programiyla yapilmis olup bulgularin anlamlilik diizeyi.01 olarak
degerlendirilmistir (Blyukoztirk, 2010; Can, 2017; Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Bliyikoztirk, 2010; Leech ve
digerleri, 2005; Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2015).

Bulgular

Bu ¢alismanin analiz slrecine arastirma verilerinin planlanan analizlerin temel sayiltilarini karsilayip
karsilamadiginin incelenmesi islemi ile baslanmistir. Bu kapsamda 6nemli bir sayilti olan normallik
varsayiminin karsilama durumunu gérmek icin degiskenlerden her birinin normalligi Skewness ve Kurtosis
degerleri ile incelenmis ve verilerin normallik varsayimini (basiklik ve ¢arpikligin -1 ile +1 arasinda olmasi)
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karsiladig1 gortlmustir (Leech ve digerleri, 2005). Cok degiskenli normallik ve dogrusallik icin sagilma
diyagrami matrisi incelenmis ve elipse yakin sekillere ulasildigi icin ¢ok degiskenli normallik ve dogrusallik
varsayiminin karsilandigi sonucuna ulasiimistir (Cokluk ve digerleri, 2010). Es varyanshlik (homojenlik) igin
yapilan Box M testi verilerde es varyanslik sorunu olmadigini gosterirken c¢oklu baglanti sorunu igin
degiskenler arasindaki korelasyon, VIF ve tolerans degerleri incelenmis ve ¢oklu baglanti sorunu olmadigi
sonucuna ulasilmistir (Can, 2017; Cokluk ve digerleri, 2010; Kline, 2005; Pallant, 2016; Tabachnick ve Fidell,
2015).

Arastirmadan elde edilen verilere ait sayiltilar incelendiginde bu verilerle parametrik ve ¢cok degiskenli
istatistiklerin yapilabilecegi géruldiginden bu ¢alismanin amaglarindan biri olan 6grencilerin basarili ve
basarisiz olduklari derslerde algiladiklari 6gretmen 6grenci iliskisi ve diiginme dostu sinif ortami puan
ortalamalari arasinda fark olup olmadigi incelenmistir. Ayni 6grencilerin basaril oldugu derste ve basarisiz
oldugu derste algiladigi 6gretmen 6grenci iliskisi ve diisinme dostu sinif puan ortalamalari arasinda fark
olup olmadigi incelemek icin iliskili 6rneklem t testi kullaniimis ve analiz sonuglari tablo 1'de verilmistir.

Tablo 1.

Ogrencilerin En Basarili Ve En Basarisiz Oldugu Derste Algiladigi Ogretmen Ogrenci iliskisi Ve Diisiinme
Dostu Sinif Puan Ortalamalari iliskili Orneklem T Testi Karsilastirmasi

n ¥ Standart  Standart Serbestlik  Ortalama
sapma hata derecesi Farki t P

Basaril 206 20,92 8,54 .60

O0i

Basarisiz 206 18,39 7,84 .55 205 2,53 4,62 .000*
O0i

Basaril 206 94,71 14,81 1,03

DDS

Basarisiz 206 89,89 13,98 97 205 4,82 5,78 .000*
DDS

*p<.01 OOI: Ogrenci 6gretmen iliskisi DDS: Diisinme dostu sinif

Tablo 1’de gorildgi Gizere 6grencilerin en basarili oldugu derste algiladigi 6g8renci 6gretmen iliskisi (
¥=20,92; SS= 8,54) ile en basarisiz oldugu derste algiladigi iliski (¥=18,39; SS=7,84) arasinda anlamli bir
fark bulunmakta (t (205)= 4,62; p< .01) ve iki puan ortalamasi arasinda fark 2,53 olup, degerler 1,45 ile
3,18 arasinda degisen %95’lik giiven araligina sahiptir. Bunun yaninda 6grencilerin en basarili oldugu
derste dusiinme dostu sinif 8lgegi puani (¥ = 94,71; SS= 14,81) ile en basarisiz oldugu dersteki 6lcek puani
(¥=89,89; SS= 13,98) arasinda fark anlamli (t (205)= 5,78; p< .01) olup; iki puan ortalamasi arasinda 4,82
fark bulunmakta ve degerler 3,18 ile 6,47 arasinda degisen %95’lik gliven araligina sahiptir.

Ogrencilerin en basarili ve en basarisiz oldugu derslere gére algiladigl 6gretmen dgrenci iliskisi ve
diisinme dostu sinif 6lcegi puanlari arasinda fark olup olmadigi tek yonli varyans analizi (ANOVA) ile
karsilastirilmis ve sonuglar tablo 2’de sunulmustur.
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Tablo 2.

En Basarili Ve En Basarisiz Olunan Derslere Gére Ogretmen Ogrenci iliskisi Olgegi Ve Diisiinme Dostu Sinif
Olgegi Puanlarinin Tek Y&nlii Varyans Analizi Sonuglari Ve Gruplarin Betimsel istatistik Degerleri

Dersler n X SS Var K. K.T. SD K.O F p Fark
En basarili  Matematik 54 21,63 8,34 G.arasl 406,90 4 101,72 1,41 .23 -
olunan Turkge 60 20,06 8,44 G.igi 14554,17 201 72,41
dersO0I  Fen 26 18,25 7,51 Toplam  14961,07 205

Sosyal 32 21,27 9,71

ingilizce 34 22,99 8,39

Toplam 206 20,92 8,54
En Matematik 76 19,03 8,21 G.arasi 315,08 4 78,77 1,29 .28 -
basarisiz Turkge 15 18,75 8,21 G.igi 12285,90 201 61,12
olunan Fen 31 19,01 8,54 Toplam 12600,98 205
ders 001 sosyal 32 1952 654

ingilizce 52 16,29 7,37

Toplam 206 18,39 7,84
En basarili  Matematik 54 94,06 15,57 G.arasl 353,86 4 88,47 .40 .81 -
olunan Tirkece 60 95,23 16,11 G.igi 44596,98 201 221,88
ders DDS Fen 26 93,10 14,72 Toplam 44950,84 205

Sosyal 32 93,53 12,81

ingilizce 34 97,15 13,40

Toplam 206 94,71 14,81
En 1.Matematik 76 92,90 11,71 G.arasl 4047,66 4 1011,91 5,65 .00*
basarisiz 2.Turkee 15 88,19 12,48 G.igi 36030,60 201 179,26 1-5;
olunan 3.Fen 31 88,91 15,10 Toplam 40078,26 205 3-4;
dersDDS  4.Sosyal 32 95,48 10,57 4-5

5.ingilizce 52 83,29 16,13

Toplam 206 89,89 13,98

*p<.01  OO0i: Ogrenci 6gretmen iliskisi DDS: Diisiinme dostu sinif

Tablo 2’de goriildiigii Gizere en basarili ve en basarisiz olunan ders tiirline gore 6gretmen 6grenci iliskisi
Olcegi ve en basarili olunan derse gore disiinme dostu sinif Olgegi puanlari arasinda anlamli fark
bulunmazken; en basarisiz olunan derse gore dislinme dostu sinif puanlari arasinda anlamh farklihk
bulunmaktadir (F (205) = 5,65; p<.01). Hangi gruplar arasinda fark oldugunu belirlemek icin yapilan LSD
testinde ise Matematik-Sosyal bilgiler; Fen bilgisi-Sosyal bilgiler ve Sosyal bilgiler-ingilizce dersleri arasinda
anlamh farkhhk bulunmustur.

Arastirmanin bir diger amaci olan 6grencilerin en basarili ve en basarisiz oldugu derslerdeki akademik
ortalamasi, 6grenci 6gretmen iliski puanlari ve disiinme dostu sinif dlgegi puanlari arasindaki iliskileri
ortaya koymak icin pearson korelasyon analizi yapiimis ve sonuglar tablo 3’te sunulmustur.
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Tablo 3.

Arastirma Degiskenlerinin Aritmetik Ortalama, Standart Sapma Ve Korelasyonlar Degerleri

1 2 3
En bagarili olunan derste
1.Not ortalamasi -
2. Ogretmen 6grenci iliskisi .19* -
3. Duglinme dostu sinif 29%* .58** -
X 94,67 20,92 94,71
SS 7,03 8,54 14,81
En basarisiz olunan derste 1 2 3
1.Not ortalamasi -
2. Ogretmen 6grenci iliskisi .02 -
3. DUstinme dostu sinif 24%%* .56** -
¥ 73,81 18,39 89,89
SS 18,34 7,84 13,98

n=206 *p<.01, **p<.001

Tablo 3'te goriildGg tizere 6grencilerin gerek en basarili gerekse en basarisiz oldugu derslerde not
ortalamalari ile diisinme dostu sinif 6lcegi puanlari arasinda disiik diizeyde; 6gretmen 6grenci iliskisi ile
diisinme dostu sinif 6lgegi puanlari arasinda ise orta diizeyde pozitif yonli anlamli bir iliski belirlenmistir.
Bunun yaninda 6grencilerin en basarili oldugu derste not ortalamasi ile 6grenci 6gretmen iliski olgegi
puanlari arasinda pozitif yonli anlamli bir iliski gbzlenirken, en basarisiz olunan derste s6z konusu
degiskenler arasinda anlamli bir iligki belirlenmemistir.

Son olarak bu ¢alismanin amaglarindan biri olan 6grenci 6gretmen iliskisi ve diisinme dostu sinifin
ogrencilerin akademik basarilarini yordama durumunu belirlemek icin ¢oklu regresyon analizi yapilmistir.
Bu regresyon denklemi 6grencinin en basarili ve en basarisiz oldugu derslerdeki puanlarina gore iki farkh
sekilde kurulmus ve sonuglari tablo 4’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 4.

Ogrencilerin En Basarili Ve En Basarisiz Olduklari Derslerde Akademik Basarinin Ogrenci Ogretmen iliskisi
Ve Diisiinme Dostu Sinif Degiskenine Gére Yordanmasina iliskin Regresyon Analizi Sonuglari

En bagarisi olunan ders

Yordayici

Degiskenler B Standart hata B t P
Sabit 82,08 3,15 26,10 .00*
00i .03 .07 .03 42 .68
DDS 127 40 .27 3,23 .00*
R=.29 R?=.08 Adj.R*=.07

F(2-205)= 9,20

En basarisiz olunan ders

Yordayici
Degiskenler B Standart hata B t P
Sabit 42,63 8,28 5,15 .00*
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00i -35 .19 -15 -1,83 .07
DDS 42 11 .32 3,92 .00*
R=.27 R?=.07 Adj. R*=.06
F(2-205)= 7,77

* p<.01

En basarili ve en basarisiz olunan derslerde 6gretmen 6grenci iliskisi ve disinme dostu sinif dlgegi
puanlarinin 6grencilerin not ortalamasini yordama durumunu belirlemek igin standart ¢oklu regresyon
yontemi ile yordama analizi yapilmistir. Yapilan analizden elde edilen bulgular; gerek basarili gerekse
basarisiz olunan derste diisinme dostu sinifin akademik basariyi anlamli sekilde yordadigi ancak 6grenci
o0gretmen iliskisinin akademik basari Gizerinde anlamli bir yordayici olmadigi belirlenmistir. Bunun yaninda
en basarili olunan derste akademik basarinin %8’inin, en basarisiz olunan derste ise %7’sinin diisinme
dostu sinif puanlari tarafindan yordandigi tespit edilmistir.

Tartisma ve Oneriler

Bu bolimde bulgular basarili olunan ve basarisiz olunan dersler temel alinarak i¢ ana noktada
tartisiimistir. Bunlarin ilki akademik basari degiskeni ile DDS iligkisidir. ikinci olarak akademik basari ve OQI
iliskisi iizerinde tartisma sunulmustur. Son olarak da bu iki degiskenin (DDS ve OOI) birbiri ile iliskisi ile ilgili
bulgular sunularak tartisilmistir.Calisma grubunun not ortalamalarina gore; en basaril olunan ders Tirkge,
en basarisiz olunan ders Matematik’tir. Ogrencilerin basarili oldugu derslerdeki sinif ortaminin basarisiz
olduklari derslere goére daha distinme dostu oldugu sonucuna ulasiimistir. Benzer sekilde 6grencilerin
gerek en basarili gerekse en basarisiz oldugu derslerde akademik not ortalamalari ile diisinme dostu sinif
olcegi puanlari arasinda pozitif yonlt anlamli bir iliski belirlenmistir. Diger bir ifade ile disinme dostu sinif
akademik basaryi anlamh sekilde yordamaktadir. Bunun nedenlerinden biri DDS’larin tim sinifin
etkilesimi ve birbirini akademik olarak gelistirmesi, desteklemesi felsefesine dayanmasi nedeniyle her
akademik seviyede 6grenci gelisimine firsat tanimasi olabilir. Clinkii Ust diizey diisiinme suregleri ile elde
edilen bilgi cok daha basit bir bicimde transfer edilebilir (Ramos vd., 2013; Newman, 1990). Hem sosyal
hem de bilissel yapilandirmaci kurama gore derinlemesine 6grenme 6grencilerin anlamli 6grenmesine ve
ilgili 6n bilgileri transfer ederek yeni kavramlar 6grenmesine dayandigindan disiinmenin 6grenilmesi igin
onemlidir (Powell &Kalina, 2009). Ayrica 68retmen 06grencinin 6grencilerde Ust dlizey 6grenmeyi
saglamasi icin bir yol sunmasi gereklidir (Slavin, 2003). Bu yolun sunumu DDS ve OOi icerisinde yer alan
O6gretmen davranislari ile mimkin olabilir. Jacobson ve Stark, 2009) yaptiklari ¢alismada 6gretmenlerin
sinifta disiinme becerilerini 6gretme hedefi varsa mutlaka bunu saglayacak yollari arastirma ve kesfetme
egitiminde olmasi gerekli oldugunu vurgulamiglardir. Tan, Whipp, Gagné, ve Quaquebeke (2019),
dokuzuncu sinif 6grencileri ile yaptig1 gbérismeye dayali arastirmalarinda iki tarafli sinif ici etkilesimin tek
tarafli sinif ici etkilesimden daha etkili 8grenme sagladigi bulgusuna ulasmislardir. Bu sebeple DDS ve OOi
bir arada ele alindiginda disiinmenin duyussal 6grenmelere dayali boyutu da desteklenmis olacaktir.
Unutmamalidir ki egitim psikolojisi hem bilissel hem sosyal 6grenmeye dayall yapilandirmaci kurama
dayali prensip ve pedogojinin disinme becerilerinin gelismesinde gerekli olan stratejiler oldugunu
vurgulamaktadir (Olsen, 1999).

Sahin ve Sari (2016) benzer sekilde ortaokul 6grencileri tizerinde yaptigi calismada 68renci akademik
basari ortalamalariile DDS puanlari arasinda paralellik oldugu bulgusuna ulasmislardir. Bu ¢alismanin diger
bir vurgusu da disinme egitiminin Ogrencinin akademik basari dizeyi ylksek ya da dusik tim
derslerindeki akademik gelisimi icin énemli oldugudur. Ust diizey diisiinme becerilerini gelistirmek
disiplinler icin temel egitici hedef olmalidir. Ayrica, 6gretmenler her akademik diizeydeki 6grenci icin DDS
ortami yaratma hedefinde olmalidirlar. Ancak literatiirde 6gretmenlerin akademik basarisi yiiksek olanlar
icin distinme egitiminin daha uygun oldugu zayif 6grencileri dersten uzaklastirdigi gortsiinde oldugu ile
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ilgili gorusler vardir (Zohar & Dori, 2003). Ancak bu yazarlar galismanin sonunda disiik akademik basarili
Ogrencilerin yiiksek akademik basarili 6grencilere gore baslangic asamasindaki basarisina daha yiksek
ivme kazandirdigi sonucuna ulagmiglardir. Bizim ¢alismamizda da benzer sekilde akademik basari dizeyi
dusik olunan dersler kendi igcinde degerlendirildiginde de DDS ile basari diizeyi puanlari arasinda anlaml
iliski vardir. Bu sonuglar yukarida ifade edilen 6gretmen gorusleri ile gelismektedir. Raudenbush ve
digerleri (1993) benzer sekilde 16 okuldan farkli branslardan 6gretmenlerle diisinme becerilerinin
ogretimine yonelik yaptigl calismada ayni 6gretmenin Ust diizey diisinme 6gretimi egiliminin akademik
basari diizeyi yuksek olan siniflarda basarisi disiik siniflara gére daha yiiksek oldugunu bulmuslardir Zohar,
ve digerleri (2001) arastirma sonuglari da benzer sekilde 6gretmenlerin ¢ogu Ust diizey disinmenin
basarisiz 6grenciler i¢in uygun olmadigi gorisiinde oldugu sonucuna ulasmislardir. Hatta 6gretmenler, st
dizey dislinme gorevlerinin akademik bagari diizeyi dusik Ogrencilerin seviyesinin ¢ok Otesinde
oldugunu, bu 6grencilerin bilgi aktarimi ile egitilmesi gerektigini savunduklarini vurgulamislardir. Cok az
bir grup ise (%20) Ust diizey diisinme ortami ve gorevlerine basarili ya da basarisiz ayirt etmeden her
6grencinin dahil olmasi gerektigini savunuyorlar. Sonug olarak da akademik basari diizeyi diisiik cocuklar
kronik olarak distik bilissel sirali 6devlere maruz kalirken basarili 6grenciler daha karmasik gorevlere
maruz kalmaktadir (Shepard, 1991). Tim bu sebeplerden dolayl 68renci akademik basari diizeyi ayirt
etmeden 6grencilere DDS ilkelere uygun bir 6grenme ortami sunulmasi énerilebilir. Vygotsky’nin sosyal
etkilesimin basarili bilissel ve entelektiiel gelisim icin temel oldugu, Bandura’nin ise 6§renmenin aktif bir
sureg oludugu ve yapilandirmaci disiinmeyle ilerledigi (Pritchard & Woollard, 2013) teorileri tim ¢ocuklar
icin gecerlidir. Bu teoriler sinif ii iletisim izerine vurgu yapmaktadir ve O0i boyutunda degerlendirilebilir.
Diger taraftan modern 6grenme kuram ve teorileri 6gretmen rollnd iletisimci, 6grenci roliinii ise 6grenen
olarak tanimlayarak geleneksel sinif iklimini redetmektedir (Kumpulainen & Wray 2003). DDS da benzer
sekilde 6gretmenin davranislarini 6grencileri diisinmeye cesaretlendirici ve yol gosterici bir iletisim
uzmani olarak gérmektedir. O0i ile bu siniflarin bir kez daha desteklenmesi tiim 6grenciler igin egitimsel
psikolojinin ilkelerini de slirece dahil etmeyi saglayabilir. Clinkii egitimsel psikoloji, 6§renmenin hem
bilissel hem de sosyal yapilandirmaci teoriye dayandiginda daha basarili disiinme stratejileri
uretilebilecegini destekler. Nitekim Piaget (2008)’ e gore bilissel yapilandirmaci kuram ve Vygotsky’'nin
teorilerinin 6gretim stratejilerine uygulanmasi 6grencinin zihinsel yapilanmasinda degisim saglamaktadir.

Calismanin bir diger bulgusuna gére 6grencilerin 6gretmenleri ile iliski diizeylerinin basarili olduklari
derslerde daha ytiksek oldugu bulunmustur. Daha 6nceki arastirmalar da benzer sekilde akademik basari
ve O0i arasindaki olumlu ydndeki iliskiyi ortaya koymustur. (Pianta, Steinberg, Rollins, 1995; Ladd, 1997;
Hamre ve Pianta, 2001). Basarili olduklari derslerde OOi ve akademik not ortalamalari arasinda pozitif
yonde anlamli bir iliski vardir. Basarisiz olduklari derslerde ise s6z konusu degiskenler arasinda anlamli bir
iliski yoktur. Gerek basarili gerekse basarisiz olunan dersler toplam puanlari incelendiginde bu iliski diizeyi
akademik basariyi etkilemektedir. Ancak bu etki degiskeni anlamli sekilde yordayacak diizeyde yiksek
degildir. Matematik dersi katilimcilarin akademik basarilarinin en diisiik oldugu derstir. Gilbert ve digerleri
(2014)’'de cahsmalarinda 6grencilerin sikilikla zor bulduklari gercek yasamla ilgisini kuramadiklar
matematik dersiyle OO arasindaki ilgiyi ortaya koymustur. Bu calismada da dgrencilerin OOi diizeyi
arttikca derslerdeki basari diizeyi de artmaktadir. Sakiz (2017)'de benzer bulgulara Fen Bilgisi dersi
akademik 6z yeterlilik degiskeni icin ulagsmistir. Genel olarak diisiiniildiiglinde yakinlik boyutunun yiksek
oldugu, catisma ve bagimliligin az oldugu OOV’lerinde dgrencilerin akademik basarilari ve okula duyduklari
bagllik hissi artmaktadir (Fraire vd., 2013). Bu sebeplerden dolayi O0i siniflarda {izerinde dikkatli sekilde
durulmasi gerekli 6nemli bir konudur.

Calismada 6grencinin en basarili oldugu ders ile en basarisiz oldugu derslerden aldiklari puanlar ayri
ayri degerlendirildiginde DDS ve OOi puanlari arasinda pozitif yénde anlamli iliski oldugu bulgusuna
ulasiimistir. Disiinme dostu ortami puanlari arttikga 6gretmen-6grenci iliski diizeyi de ylikselmektedir.
Bunun sebeplerinden biri 6grencilerde Ust diizey disiinme becerilerinin gelisimi icin 6gretmen destegi
boyutu ile O0I icerinde yer alan bilgi ve duygu destegi 6gretmen davranislari arasindaki benzerlik olabilir.
Her iki degisken de 6gretmenin 6grenen destegi sunmasina vurgu yapmaktadir (Udall & Daniels, 1991;
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Hamre & Pianta, 2001 ). iki degisken arasindaki iliskinin anlamli olmasinin bir sebebi de her ikisinin de
Ogrenciyi 6grenme sirecine katmaya dayali 6gretmen davraniglari icermesi olabilir. Clinkli 6gretmen
0grenciyi ne kadar ¢ok diistinmeyi gelistirici aktivitelere yoneltirse o kadar ¢ok diisiinme becerileri gelisir
(Ramos vd., 2013; Kumpulainen & Wray, 2003; Jacobson & Stark, 2019). Ayrica 6grencilerin aktiviteler
sirasinda da o6gretmenin bilissel-duyussal destegine dayali OOi’si 6énemlidir. Cinkii diistinen sinif
ortaminda 6gretmen entelektiel gelisimi ve etkilesimi destekleyen davranislara sahip olmalidir (Ritchhart,
2002). Ogretmen 6grenme ve disiinme icin uygun ortam hazirlayan ve diisiinmeyi kolaylastirandir.
Ogrencilere hem diisiinme igin yeterli zaman vermeli hem de etkilesim icin destekleyendir (Udall ve
Daniels, 1991). Ayrica Ust diizey diisinme becerilerinin gelisiminin genel olarak ders programi ve
yonergeleri gibi sebeplerden engellendigi (Newman, 1990) ifade edilse de derse karsi tutum, distnen sinif
dzelliklerinden keyif alma gibi OOi ile desteklenebilecek duyussal 6grenmeler boyutlarinda incelenmesi
dnemlidir. Ogretmenler, diisinme temelli 6grenmenin akademik basarisi zayif dgrencilerde duygusal
zorluklara yol agabilecegi inanci egilimindedirler (Zohari vd., 2001). Bu grup 6grenciler icin diisiinen sinif
ortami Ozelliklerine 6gretmen 6grenci iliskisi destegi eklenirse bu zorluk ortadan kalkabilir. Yapilan
arastirmalar bilissel, duygusal destek ve yakinlik iliskileri ile karakterize olan olumlu 6gretmen 6grenci
iliskisinin gocuklarin hem akademik hem de davranissal hem de sosyal basarilarina (Crosnoe, Johnson ve
Elder, 2004; Decker, Dona ve Christenson, 2007) olumlu etkileri oldugunu ortaya koymustur (Jennings ve
Greenberg, 2009). Aslinda giiclii bir O0i’nin saglandigi siniflar, 6grencinin motivasyonun, matematik ve
fen bilgisi gibi zor konularda dahi 6grenmeye iliskin istegini arttiran siniflardir (Gilbert, Musu-Gillettte ve
Wooley 2014). Giigli bir sekilde kurulmus olan 00I, 6grencilerin yasadigi stres diizeyini azaltarak (Ahnert
vd., Milatz, 2012) olumlu sinif atmosferini yaratir. Olumlu sinif atmosferi; sinif icindeki bireylerin birlerine
nasil davranacaklari, bilginin 6grencilere sunumu, 6grenmeye iliskin yaklasimlar, farkh fikirlerin ve olasi
hatalarin kabull gibi bircok bileseni dogal olarak iginde barindirir (Urdan ve Schoenfelder, 2006). Bu
bilesenler dogrudan DDS 6zelliklerini icermektedir. Matematik gibi bir cok 6grenci tarafindan zor bulunan
derslerde bile o6grenciler 6gretmenlerin duyussal destek aldiklarinda sinif ortamini daha olumlu
algilamakta ve bu algi 6grencilerin akademik ¢caba, akademik 6z-yeterlilik ve akademik g¢alismadan zevk
alma dizeylerini arttirmaktadir. Ogretmen-dgrenci iliskisine dayali olarak Kline’in (2002) ifade ettigi
disinme ortaminin Ozellikleri inceledigimizde tesvik duygularinin yasandigi, esitlik, rahat, huzur ve
ozglirlige dayali iliskilerin oldugu ortamlari tanimladigini gérmekteyiz. Bu nedenle, distinme dostu
siniflarin yaratilabilmesinde OOi uygun ortami hazirladigini sdyleyebiliriz. Bu durumdan dolayr DDS alt
boyutlarina OOi bileseninin eklenmesi ve diisiinen siniflar olustururken bu bilesenlere dikkat edilmesi
Onerilebilir. Bu ¢alismanin ydntemsel sinirliliklarindan biri en basarili ve en basarisiz olunan derslere gore
O0gretmen Ogrenci iligkisi dlgegi ve disiinme dostu sinif dlgegi puanlarinin tek yoénli varyans analizinde
anlamli farkin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugunun tespitinde farklari belirlemede daha az 6nerilen bir test
olan LSD testinin (Field, 2009) kullaniimis olmasidir. Daha az 6nerilme sebeplerinden biri anlamh fark
olarak kabul ettigi diizeyin diger testlere gére daha kiiglik olmasidir. Ancak diisinme becerilerinin gelisimi
icin klicuk farklarin bile anlamli ve degerli oldugu unutulmamalidir.
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