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Abstract: The aim of this study is to investigate metaphbeg lementary school"@and &' grade students
(N=567) use in order to describe the term “teachehe data were collected using a questionnaire
consisting of open-ended questions, and analyzed wgualitative and quantitative analysis techngue
Content analysis technique was used in the anabfsiqualitative data, and chi square was used in
quantitative data analysis. According to the resoftthe study, it was found out that 83 valid rpatars
were produced by 429 elementary school studentsséltmetaphors were collected under 6 conceptual
headings according to their common features. It @l@&®rved that the conceptual categories formedeat!

to the metaphors that elementary school studesthiage no significant difference according to geraael
school levels, but have significant differenceated to their classroom levels.

Key WordsMetaphor, Elementary School, Teacher

Ozet: Nkogretim Qsrencilerinin “Ogretmen” Kavraminalliskin Kullandiklari Metaforlar.Bu aratirma
ilkdgretim 5. ve 8. sinif grencilerinin (N=567) @retmen kavramina #kin sahip olduklari metaforlari
ortaya cikarmak amaciyla gerceftiglmistir. Arastirma verileri nitel argtirma ydntemlerinden yari
yapilandirilmg agik uclu anket formlari ile toplangnwveriler nitel ve nicel veri analizi teknikleri Kanilarak
analiz edilmgtir. Arastirmanin nitel verilerinin analizinde igerik analinicel verilerinin analizinde ise ki
kare veri analiz tekgi kullaniimistir. Arastirma sonucunda 429 ilkdetim &srencisi tarafindan getmen
kavramina ilkin toplam 83 adet gecerli metafor Uretddortaya ¢cikmgtir. Bu metaforlar ortak dzellikleri
bakimindan alti kavramsal kategori altinda toplatimiilkégretim @srencilerinin olgturmus olduklari
metaforlara il§kin yapilandirilan kavramsal kategorilergréncilerin cinsiyetleri ve okul duzeyleri
bakimindan farklilik géstermezken, sinif diizeyleridre anlamli farkhlik ortaya ¢ikgtir.

Anahtar S6zciukleMetafor, ilk&sretim, Gretmen

Introduction

In the 2% century, the continuous change in individual, ovaai and global era causes changes in
education concept as well as other areas. Patalldlese changes, constructivist learning approaah
focus on student-centered and process orientedstadding gain importance, especially in education.

In constructivist learning approach, activitiesied) students to be oriented in research indivigual
or in groups, provide them with free thinking amdprove their creativity carry the importance. listh
respect, metaphorical thinking has been considasedn approach that aims to improve the students’
critical and creative thinking abilities (ArslandaBayrakci, 2006, p.101). Metaphor, which is segraa
tool to create reality (Perry and Cooper, 20013phas been described as “relating abstract conedtit
concrete things (Saban, 2004, p.618). Lakoff andngon (2005) describe the metaphor concept as
understanding or experiencing facts, concepts fctdaccording to something else. Using metapisors
to help individuals compare abstract and vague eqmisdo experienced ones, and with the help okthes
create an understanding against unknown conceptsa($ Kocbeker & Saban, 2002). As the function of
metaphors is “understanding”, metaphors are useithpsrtant tools in education for teaching-learning
applications and reflecting thoughts (Woon and B{a)5). Recently, metaphors have been used as tools
for educational processes in pre-service teachacatidn, teaching practices, and on students in the
classrooms (Berman et. al. 2006). There are nureebenefits of the use of metaphors in educational
settings. According to this, metaphors:

* Help to relate new information with previously Iead ones (Grainger, Barness & Scoffham,
2004, p.247; Indurkhya, 1992; Petrie & Oshlag, 190&8dunz & Strer, 2004, p.244; James,
2002, p.26); thus, helps to understand them caoglgréBenemglu, 2004, p.564; Yung, 2001,
p.252; Chen, 2003).

* Help students to focus and create new understaridé@ssel, 2000, p.8).
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« Help students to construct concepts efficientlye ysreviously learned information by
recovering them, and to relate them to other in&drom (Qsuz, 2005, p.584).

« Make an issue or case easier, more understandatilesummarize and simplify it (Mackinnon,
2004, p.400; Ganser, 1994, p.1).

¢ Help to illuminate a less known subject with a wiatlown subject (Grainger, Barners and
Scoffham, 2004, p.247; Sumsion, 2002, p.870).

¢ Help individuals who create the metaphors to evelusducation programs (Kemp, 1999;
Patton, 2002, s.95), and help education to be ivgat¢James, 2002, s.26).

» Help teachers to reflect their beliefs against atlanal processes (Wright et al. 2002, p.5) and
their studies (Ganser, 1994, p.1).

* Help to be informed about sophisticated conceptdeaming, teaching, and instructing, to
understand personal experiences of individualglisit, 2005, p.2).

* By helping individuals express themselves freetyd aonstruct their own thoughts in a more
detailed manner (Inkson, 2004, p.97; Kemp, 1998lp them improve and evaluate their skills
to express their positive or negative experientsarly (Kemp, 1999).

The use of metaphors in education carries a greportance for professional development of the
educators, and educational applications as welk fiossible for teachers to reflect and improwveirth
applications and thoughts by using metaphors. Byig teachers to reflect their applications inertb
implement their teaching more efficiently, and todarstand their roles and responsibilities in the
classroom, metaphors assist them to chance andwmpheir in-class applications (Clarken, 1997,; 3-4
Kasoutas & Malamitsa, 2009, p.79; Celikten, 200@/). Together with describing student and teacher
roles in educational area, metaphors are usedgstioe tools in revealing hypothesis related tacténg
and learning concepts (Ben-Peretz, Mendelson & K&903; Bullough, 1991, 1992; Bullough et. al.,
1992; Calderhead & Robson, 1991) and teacherdu@és related to theories they choose, their
philosophical tendencies, roles, and their teachpications (Saban, 2004, 621-622).

This study aims to reveal personal and professicnatacteristics that teachers have with the hielp o
determining the metaphors that students use fotettme “teacher”, and thus, bringing out the pencept
they have for the mentioned term. These percep@wasmportant to put forth the characteristicg tha
teachers have, and to take attention to these atbardics in teacher education. Moreover, theifigd of
this study are also important in order that theyil@dd for the research literature in this subject

The Aim of the Study
The aim of this study is to reveal the perceptiohglementary school"sand &' grade students related
with the term “teacher” through metaphors. Withstigieneral aim in mind, answers for the following
guestions will be answered:
*  Which metaphors (simile, image, etc) do studen¢stageveal their perceptions about the term
“teacher?”
« Which categories could the metaphors that elemgmsigiiool students’ use related to the term
“teacher” be collected under?
« Do the metaphors that elementary school students Hdfer according to classroom level,
gender, and school level?

Methodology

Research Model
This study which aims to reveal the metaphors deinentary school students use in order to exjiesn
term “teacher” has been conducted using qualitativk quantitative research methods in survey model.

Participants

This study has been conducted dhahd &' grade elementary school students who were in eieme
schools tied to Eskisehir National Education Mamaget. Since the universe of the study is very big,
sampling method has been used. In the samplingegsocone of the cluster sampling methods,
proportional cluster sampling method has been u3edbe able to form proportional clusters sub-
universes have been formed since they would ciggiertant differences about research findingshis t
respect, to form the sampling of the study 3 el@argrschools per socio-economical level as higlidhei
and low level in has been determined. All the sangahools were tied to Eskisehir National Education
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Management. Among these schools 1 class fr8rgrades and 1 class frorf! §rades have been chosen,
and the study has been conducted with 18 class‘esr’(ﬂ':‘h grades, and 9 frornthagrades). Table 1 shows
the classroom levels and the schools of the ppaints of the study.

Table.1: The Characteristics of Participants

Gender f %
Female (F) 297 52.4
Male (M) 270 47.6
Total 567 100
Classroom Level f %

5th. Grade 320 56.4
8th. Grade 247 43.6
Total 567 100
School f %
Y.E. Elementary School 72 12.7
N.K. Elementary School 66 11.6
24 K. Elementary School 62 10.9
M.G. Elementary School 70 12.3
S.A.G. O. Elementary School 71 12.5
AV.M. B. Elementary School 42 7.4
P.B. A.T. Elementary School 65 115
K. Elementary School 58 10.2
G. Elementary School 61 10.8
Total 567 100
Whether They Used Metaphors ~ f %

Yes 429 75.7
No 138 24.3
Total 567 100

As seen in Table 1, of the 567 students 297 (524 females, and 270 (47.6%) were males.
When percentages and frequencies of classroomslafethe participants students are analyzed, the
number of the students if'grade appears to be 320 (56.4%), and"igi&de appears to be 247 (43.6%).
When metaphor forming characteristics related éot¢ihm “teacher” of the students are analyzed,seen
that while 429 (75.7%) of the students used metepi@8 (24.3%) of them could not fill in the metaps
as expected.

Data Collection

Data were collected using a questionnaire congigifropen-ended questions to determine the metaphor
that elementary school"s@nd &' grade students form related to the term “teacHarthe questionnaire,
two questions were directed to students in orderottect information related to the students’ ctassn
level and gender. In order to determine the peimeptof the participant students related to thenter
“teacher”, they were asked to complete senten&es“lieacher is like....Because ...” For this purpose
each student was given a blank sheet with the oreedi phrase, and was asked to write about their
thoughts only focusing on one metaphor.

Data Analysis and | nterpretation

In the analysis of the collected data, qualitatimel quantitative data analysis techniques were. lisete
analysis of the metaphors that elementary schamlests formed in order to determine their thoughts
about the term “teacher”, first of all “content &s#s” technique was used. Data which were analyzed
through content analysis in accordance with th@@ses of the study were then computed using th&SPS
567 students were asked to write metaphors in tthiaty sbut only the metaphors which were written by
429 students were evaluated. The rest 138 studguéstionnaires were not taken into evaluationesinc
although some of the students formed metaphorg,ditenot explain the reason; some students cootd n
explain logical reasons for their metaphors; anmesalid not fill in the questionnaire as expectede T
analysis and interpretation process of the metaplfimammed by students were conducted in steps as
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“naming”, “classification (elimination and clarifition), “re-organize and re-collection”, “categatipn”,
and “loading into SPSS program for quantitativeadatalysis”.

In namingstep, metaphors that were formed by each studerg woded, and questionnaires where
nothing was written on and where no metaphors Waned were eliminated. lolassification (elimination
and clarification)step, using metaphor analysis and content andabamiques, each metaphor created by
students was read and evaluated, and accordingii@rgies and common points with other metaphors,
they were analyzed. Ine-organize and re-collectiorstep, student-created metaphors about the term
“teacher” were organized, and 83 valid metaphorsewdetermined. Thus, a metaphor list has been
formed. In categorizationstep, 6 conceptual categories were determined thighhelp of metaphor
utterances indicated by students were formed. Eaetaphor, in accordance with sample metaphor list
which was formed for this purpose, was evaluated@ting to the teacher roles they represent, adddo
(for example, the source of information, mentor)deq, etc.). After these steps were all completedest
the reliability of the study, metaphors that studamsed while answering the open-ended questions we
determined by another rater other than the reseexchf the study. The metaphors collected were
introduced as “agreement”, and “disagreement”. ®mpmute the reliability of the study, P (Agreement
Percentage) = [Na (Agreement) / Na (Agreement) +(Didagreement)] X 100 formula introduced by
Miles and Huberman (1994) was used, and P = 93alilewvas acquired, thus the study was accepted
reliable. Inloading the data into SPSS program for quantitatiagéa analysisstep, after identifying 429
metaphors and forming 6 conceptual categoriestitege metaphors form, first of all, students nungf)er
and percentages (%) were calculated. Then, “Pedtéisquare test” was applied in order to evaluate
whether the appearing categories differ accordmgyender, classroom level, and school level of the
students.

The collected data were summarized and interp@tedrding to the metaphors that students used in
explaining the term “teacher”. The data were infleld in tables with their frequencies and percexstag
direct quotations were made from student opinions.

Findings

In the study, first of all answer for the questitvhich metaphors (simile, image, etc ) do studersts to
reveal their perceptions about the term “teach@&t®® metaphors created by students were introduced i
Table 2.

As seen in Table 2, by 429 students participateithénstudy, a total of 83 metaphors were created.
Although the rest 138 students created metaphorse glid not explain the reason, did not give ldgica
reasons for their metaphors, or instead of forrmagaphors, explained what a teacher is, thus these
eliminated from the study.

The mostly used metaphor that elementary schodésts formed relate to teacher is “mother-father”
(146). Together with this, other common metaphoes ‘driend” (44), “light” (34), “angel” (26), andsun”
(25). Moreover, “family” (9), “flower” (9), “book” (8), “candle” (6), “gardener” (6), “information
machine” (5), “lantern” (4), “torch” (4), and “lighbulb” (4) are among other metaphors that students
produced.

Table 2: Frequencies and Percentages Related to Metaphaat€d by Elementary School Students

Metaphor Name f % l'\\l/le;ertnaghor f % Metaphor Name f %
Information .

Ant 5 9 Machine 5 ,9 Lamp/Light bulb 4 7

Mother-Father 146 25,7 Water 3, Discriminatory 1 2
Professor

Family ] 1,6 Door Key 1 2 A ready to Explode 1 2
Bomb

Angel 26 4,6 Treasure 1 ,2 Lighter 1 2

Information Device 1 2 Sea 1 ,2 Information Box 12

Compass 2 4 Cook 1 ,2 The Angel of Death 3 5

Ninja 2 4 Lifeguard 1 , Television 1 2

Candle 6 1,1  Sculptor 2 ,4 Friend 44 7.7
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Table 2: Devam

Doctor 2 ,4 Lantern 4 7 Source of Information 1 2
Dictionary 1 ,2 Sophist 2 ,4 Hotand Sweet meal 12 ,
Mirror 5 9 Computer 3 ,5 Hot Chocolate 1 2
Sibling 1 Pt GMNng ;5 | eading Bird 12
Tree
Firefly 4 7 Moon 1 ,2 Shepherd 1 2
Flower 5 ,9 Confidant 2 ,4 Rubik's Cube 1 2
Light 34 5,9 Information 1 ,2 Chocolate Ice-Cream 1 2
Waterfall
Buddy 1 ,2 Chameleon 1 ,2 Football Player 1 2
Enemy of illiteracy 1 ,2 Map 1 ,2 Mother Duck 1 2
Plant 1 ,2 Guide 1 ,2 Porter 1 ,2
Tree 2 4 Music 2 ,2 Sapling 1 ,2
Lighthouse 1 ,2 Cat 2 4 Bee 1 2
Source of Light 2 4 Rubber 1 ,2 White Light 1 2
Sun 25 4,4 Ataturk 1 ,2 Farmer 1 2
Rose 3 5 Shepherd’s 1 ,2 Attist 1 2
Dog
Psychologist 3 5 Gardener 6 1,1 Blank 138 24,3
Book 8 1,4 Police 2 A4
Beating Machine 1 ,2 Fire 1 2
Architect 1 ,2 Captain 1 ,2
Information
Star 1 2 Robot 3 5
Road 1 ,2 Torch 4 7
Mother Goose 1 ,2 Bug 1 2

Table 3: Frequencies and Percentages of the Metaphor Categ@kccording to School and Classroom
Level, and Gender

CATEGORIES
[%2] - ]
g g 8 § 2
< o =
8 g2 g . = o
5 & 5 g > & < B
a g2 53 o =5 S =
$ £35S S5 = 83 8 25 o v
~ 23 S g g5 5 £8Q 5
Eg 35 & 3 E 3 33 & o
S 3 3 3 3 S S
Low 5grade (F) 6 %11.1 41 %154 - - 5  %6.3 - - - - 11 %7.9
Level M 1 %19 30 %112 1 %83 7 %8.8 - - - - 5 %3.6
8.grade (F) 2 %3.7 14 %53 - - 18 %225 1 %250 - - 16 %11.6
(M) - - 16 %6.0 - - 4 %5.0 1 %250 1 % 7.7 11 %7.9
Middle 5.grade (F) 1 %1.9 36 %135 1 %8.3 6 %7.5 - - 1 %7.7 11 %7.9
Level M) 2 %3.7 28 %105 - - 3 %3.8 - - - - 21 %154
8.grade (F) 5 %9.3 18 %6.8 - - 2 %2.5 - - 2 %154 15 %11.1
(M) 4 %7.4 17 %6.4 - - 1 %1.2 2 %500 2 %154 20 %14.7
High Sgrade (F) 8 %148 20 %75 4 %417 11 %13.7 - - - - 6 %43
Level (M) 10 %185 24 %9.0 2 %83 8 %l10.0 - - 4 %308 4  %2.9
8.grade (F) 6 %111 9 %35 2 %167 6 %75 - - - - 10 %7.2
(M)9 %16.7 13 %48 2 %16.7 9 %112 - - 3 %23.0 8 %5.8
Total 54 %100 266 %100 12 %100 80 %100 4 %1043 %100 138 %100
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To answer the question “Which categories couldntie@aphors that elementary school students’ use
related to the term “teacher” be collected underisich composes the second aim of the study, firstlp
logical basis which were claimed by the elemensatyool students were analyzed. Then, these metphor
were collected under 6 categories related to ttwitmon characteristics. The categories relatedrtodd
metaphors weréejinformation providing”, “guiding, directing, and potecting”, “shaping”, “supporting
personal improvement”, "source of happiness”, argktting reaction/negative imaggaccording to the
socio-economical level of the schools. Frequenaigspercentages of these metaphor categories\ene gi
in Table 3 according to school and classroom leuad, gender.

As seen in Table 3, it is observed th8tahd &' grade students having high socio-economical lievel
“information providing” category related to the rmphors concerning the term “teacher” created more
metaphors. Most of the students who perceive teahéguiding, directing and protecting” consists5f
grade female (15.3%) and male (11.2%) at low secmnomical level, and”Sgrade female (14.2%)
students at middle socio-economical level. Studetis perceive teacher as “shaping” consist“ngade
female (41.7%) students studying at high socio-emocal level schools. Students, who created metgpho
under “supporting personal improvement” categotydyg at both low and high socio-economical level
schools. 22.8% of the students in this categoryfrara low socio-economical level female students.i
Table 3, the number of the students who perceiaehir as “source of happiness” is smaller thanrothe
categories. Students who perceive teacher as ‘s@mfrbappiness” study at low socio-economical level
schools and consist oF‘Egrade female (50%) students. Most of the studehtsthink teacher is “getting
reaction/negative image” aré”Hrade male (35.7%) students studying at high secimomical level
schools.

The distribution of metaphors under “informationoyiding” category according to gender and
classroom levels is presented in Table 4.

Table 4: Frequencies and Percentage Distribution of the Mbtas Created by Students Who Perceive
Teacher as “Information Providing”

5. grade 8.grade
F M F M
Metaphor f % f % f % f %
Dictionary 1 7.7
Mirror 1 7.7 4 30.7
Flower 2 13,3 1 7.7 2 16,8
Enemy of llliteracy 1 8,3
Plant 1 8,3
Tree 1 6,7 1 7.7
Source of Information 1 7.7
Rose 2 13,3 1 8,3
Book 3 20,0 3 23.1 1 7.7 1 8,3
Information Machine 3 23.1 2 16,8
Water 1 7,7 1 7.7 1 8,3
Door Key 1 6,7
Treasure 1 8,3
Sea 1 8,3
Sophist 1 6,7 1 7.7
Computer 2 13,3 1 7.7
Fruit Giving Tree 1 7.7
Information Robot 1 6,7 1 7,7 1 7.7
Information Waterfall 1 7.7
Sapling 1 7.7
Bee 1 7.7
Information Device 1 6,7
Information Box 1 6,7
Television 1 8,3
Doctor 1 1,0
Total 16 100,0 13 100,0 13 100,0 12 100,0
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As seen in Table 4, there are 25 metaphors undéarfnation providing” category. Most important
of these metaphors appear to be “flower”, “bookid &information machine”. Examples of metaphor
definitions are provided below:

Teacher is like a “dictionary”. Because whenevestadent opens a new page, he or she
learns new information from him, and his or her iexige advances (YE, 8F 7).

Teacher is like a “tree”. Because first, he himsgfows, improves and stores
information. Then he gives information just like fruits of a tree. He feeds us with those
information (YE, 8F 36).

Teacher is like a “door key” that we should opem @wr lives. He transfers a lot of
information that we will need (GK, 5F 35).

Teacher is like a “doctor”. He vaccinates informai to protect us from illiteracy (YE,
8F 6).

The distribution of metaphors undéguiding, directing, and protectihgcategory according to
gender and classroom levels is presented in Table 5

Table 5: Frequencies and Percentage Distribution of the Mbtas Created by Students Who Perceive
Teacher as “Guiding, Directing, and Protecting”

5. grade 8.grade
F M F M
Metaphor f % f % f % f %
Ant 3 3,7 1 2,5 1 2,2
Mother-Father 61 61,7 56 68,3 10 24,5 18 39,1
Family 3 3,1 2 2,4 3 7,4 1 2,2
Compass 2 4,3
Ninja 2 4,3
Candle 4 4,0 1 1,2 1 2,5
Sibling 1 2,2
Firefly 1 2,5 3 6,5
Light 13 13,1 11 13,5 6 15,8 4 8,7
Lighthouse 1 2,2
Sun 8 8,1 5 6,1 8 19,8 4 8,7
Lifeguard 1 2,2
Lantern 2 2,0 1 1,2 1 2,5
Moon 1 2,5
Map 1 2,5
Guide 1 2,5
Ataturk 1 2,2
Shepherd’s Dog 1 2,5
Police 2 2,0
Fire 1 1,2
Captain 1 1,2
Torch 4 8,7
Source of Light 1 1,0 1 2,2
White Light 1 2,5
Hot and Sweet 1 2,2
Lamp/Light bulb 2 2,0 1 1,2 1 2,5
Star 1 1,0
Road 1 1,0
Mother Goose 1 2,
Mother Duck 1 2,5
Leading Bird 1 2,5
Shepherd 1 2,2
Total 98 1000 82 1000 40 1000 46 100.0
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As seen in Table 5, there are 32 metaphors uhdeiding, directing, and protectihgcategory.
“Mother-father” metaphor takes the first place agdhe metaphors forming this category. Among the
mostly created metaphors, there are also “lighsyn®, “family” and “candle”. Examples of metaphor
definitions are provided below:

Teacher is like “the sun”. Because he is a suntha students who are like planets. He
illuminates our dark inner sides (PBAT, 8M, 29).

Teacher is like a” map”. Because he shows the wagttidents to help them choose
schools, careers, etc. where they will be happy whith is the most suitable for them
(MG, 6F, 6).

Teacher is like a” shepherd”. Because a classroseriike a herd. Teacher is the leader of
the herd. He directs us and shows us the way (ANB,15).

The distribution of metaphors undeshaping category according to gender and classroom lesels i
presented in Table 6.

Table 6: Frequencies and Percentage Distribution of the Mbtas Created by Students Who Perceive
Teacher as “Shaping”

5.grade 8.grade
F M F M

Metaphor f % f % f % f %
Architect - - 1 33.3 - -

Cook - - - - - - 1 50,0
Sculptor - - 1 33.3 - - 1 50,0
Gardener 5 100,0 1 33.3 - - - -
Farmer - - - - 1 50.0 - -
Artist - - - - 1 50.0 - -
Total 5 100,0 3 100,0 2 100,0 2 100,0

As seen in Table 6, there are 6 metaphors undeplisg” category. The most common metaphor
under this category is “gardener”. Examples of iplete definitions are provided below:
Teacher is like a “sculptor”. He carves the studemts a sculptor do and teach them
important knowledge. He decorates us with infororaind shapes us (GK, 8M, 17).
Teacher is like an “artist”. Everything starts ihé kindergarten. They teach cooperation
first. Then, to share. As we grow up, the way #pshus changes. Shaping do not end as
in play dough. Classes begin in the primary schddith patience and devotion, they
explain everything, they steal from their own lif@sus. Just like an artist does (SAGO,
8F, 24).
Teacher is like a “gardener”. They plant us firafid raise us with love (AMB, 5F, 20).
The distribution of metaphors undésupporting personal improveméntategory according to
gender and classroom levels is presented in Table 7

Table 7: Frequencies and Percentage Distribution of the Mbtas Created by Students Who Perceive
Teacher as “Supporting Personal Improvement”

5.grade 8.grade

F M F M
Metaphor f % f % f % f %
Angel 8 36,4 7 38.8 6 23.1 7 50.0
Buddy - - 1 3.8 - -
Psychologist - - 1 5.6 2 7.7 - -
Confidant 1 45 1 5.6 - - - -
Porter - - - - 1 3.8 - -
Rubik’'s Cube 1 4,5 - - - - - -
Friend 12 54,6 9 50.0 16 61.6 7 50,0
Total 22 100,0 18 100,0 26 100,0 14 100,0
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As seen in Table 7, a total number of 8 metaphppear under “supporting personal improvement”
category. The most common metaphor under this osteig “friend”. This metaphor is followed by
“angel”, and “psychologist”. Examples of metaphefiditions are provided below:

Teacher is like a “psychologist”. He listens to guroblems, tells us the solution, stays
with us when we are sad, comforts us, gives usep@d€, 5M,26).

Teacher is like a “porter”. The responsibilities ¢iie students are so heavy that he
should be a porter to carry them (AMB, 5F, 10).

Teacher is like a “friend”. We can share our disdom and problems with them (GO,
5M, 29).

The distribution of metaphors undé&source of happinesscategory according to gender and
classroom levels is presented in Table 8.

Table 8.Frequencies and Percentage Distribution of the Mbtas Created by Students Who Perceive
Teacher as “Source of Happiness”

5.grade 8.grade
F M F M
Metaphor f % f % f % f %
Music - - - - - 2 75.0
Chocolate Ice-cream - - - - - - 1 25.0
Hot Chocolate - - 1 100,0 - -
Total - 100,0 - 100,0 1 100,0 3 100,0

As seen in Table 8, 3 metaphors were created Usdarce of happiness” category. The metaphors
forming this category are “music”, “chocolate iceam”, and “hot chocolate”. Examples of metaphor
definitions are provided below:

Teacher is like “music”. It is beautiful when it fast. It bores me when it is slow. When
they both repeat the same things over and overnaghey lose their efficiency, and
quality. Music is beautiful when it is suitabledoe’s mood and psychology. Teacher is
the same (MGO, 8M, 16).

Teacher is like “hot chocolate”. Hot chocolate issearm and sweet drink. Teacher is also
warm towards us (PBAT, 8F, 28).

The distribution of metaphors undegetting reaction/negative imdgeategory according to gender
and classroom levels is presented in Table 9.

Table 9. Frequencies and Percentage Distribution of The detas Created by Students Who Perceive
Teacher as “Getting Reaction/Negative Image”
5.grade 8.grade
Metaphor F M F M

f
Beating
Machine 1 25,0 ) i
Bug - - 1 25,0 - -
Discriminator 1 25.0 ) i
y Professor
A ready to
Explode - - 1 25,0 - -
Bomb

Chameleon - - - 1 50.0 - -
Cat - - - 1 50.0 1 16,7
Rubber - - - - - - 1 16,7
The Angel of
Death
Football
Player
Lighter 1 100,0 - - - - - -
Total 1 100,0 4 100,0 2 100,0 6 100,0
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As seen in Table 9, 13 metaphors were created ugd#ing reaction/negative image” category. The
most common metaphor under this category is “thgelof death”. Together with this, there are also
“beating machine”, “bug”, “discriminatory professpchameleon”, “cat”, “football player”, and “ligbt”
metaphors. Examples of metaphor definitions areigen below:

Teacher is like a “beating machine”. Some teacheattus bad (GK, 5F, 2).

Teacher is like a “discriminatory professor”. Heiis favor of girls (GK, 5M, 23).

Teacher is like “the angel of death” he obeys thdens of the principal. Make us write
and do not let us in Physical Education lessonsSA8M, 18).

Teacher is like a “chameleon”. His mood changesrfrday to day (MG, 8F, 5).

Teacher is like a “cat”. You cannot ever trust hiamd he is ungrateful (MG, 8F, 21).
Teacher is like a “football player”. Sometimes higrformance goes down, and his
courses turn boring (PBAT, 8M, 26).

Teacher is like a “ready to explode bomb”. He isr&times very angry (GK, 5M, 24).

The third aim of the study is formed by the questiDo the metaphors that elementary school
students have differ according to classroom legehder, and school level?” in order to test if ¢hare
significant differences between the metaphor categdormed by elementary schod! &nd &' grade
students with classroom level, gender and scheel,lépearson chi-square test” was applied. Acaaydi
to the results of the analysis, while there is mmiicant statistical differences between gendethe
studentsX? (sd=6, N=567)=6,83; p > 0,05), and the socio-ecdoalevels of the schools they study
(sd=6, N=567)=80.14; p > 0,05); there is a sigaifiic difference between their classroom level and
metaphor categories they formed concerning the texacther”. Table 10 introduces classroom level$ an
the metaphors the students created about the teemHer”.

Table 10.Classroom Levels of The Students and Metaphor Gag=sg

CATEGORIES
CLASS | nforr.na.tti on Guiding, diref:ting, Shaping Sup-porting personal SourFe of . Getting - Blank Tot
providing and protecting improvement happiness reaction/negative image al

5th GRADE

f 28 180 8 40 - 5 56 320
% 51.9 67.7 66.7 %50 - 42.9 40.6 56.4
8th GRADE

f 26 86 4 40 4 9 82 247
% 48.1 32.3 33.3 %50 100 57.1 59.4 43.6
TOTAL

f 54 266 12 80 4 13 138 567
% 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

X2 (sd=6, N=567)=34.18, p<.05

According to the values in Table 10, there is aificant relation between classroom levels of the
students and categories formed related to the teacher (X?=34.18, p<.05.). In other words thera is
relation between classroom levels of the students the metaphor categories they attributed to the
concept of teacher. While metaphors for both ctassr levels are collected mostly under “guiding,
directing and protecting” category, it is obsertealt g grade students formed more metaphors (67.5%) in
“guiding, directing and protecting” category thalh @rade students (32.5%). On the other hand, while a
8" grade students (100%) perceive teacher as “safittappiness”, no'5grade students (0%) does.

Discussion

At the end of the study aiming to determine theapkeors that elementary school students use in ¢oder
describe the term “teacher”, it was revealed thatrhetaphors about teacher are centered undeiiriguid
directing and protecting”, and “information prowidi’ categories more. This finding of the study is
parallel to findings of Saban, Kocbeker and Sal#007) as “teachers were perceived as source and
distributor of information”, and of Cerit's (20085 “63.2% of all the students agreed with the juelgim
that teachers are source and distributor of inftion& It is also observed that the students who
participated in the study formed metaphors likeovifer, book, tree, computer, information machine,
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doctor, water, dictionary, television, etc.”. Thesetaphors are mentioned in the literature relateithe
field very much. The most common metaphors to @efisacher as “providing information” in the
literature areflower (Stichert, 2005; Gillis and Johnson, 2002; Salkagbeker and Saban, 200Bpok
(Gillis and Johnson, 2002; Saban, Kocbeker and r§aB@07), tree (Nikitina and Furuoka, 2008;
Parvaresh, 2008; Saban, Kogbeker and Saban, 2@0mputer(Saban, Kogbeker and Saban, 2@@gtor
(Nikitina and Furuoka, 2008; Saban, Kocbeker anblaBa2007; Celikten, 2006; Stichert, 200&gter
(Parvaresh, 2008Yictionary (Nikitina and Furuoka, 2008), artdlevision(De Guerrero and Villamil,
2001; Saban, Kocbeker & Saban, 2007).

The flower metaphor gives an impression that prynsahool students' perceptions of themselves as a
bee. Like the bees obtain the nectar from flowstggents obtain the knowledge and information from
teachers. In addition, students using the tree phetawhen defining the teachers show that theygdezc
themselves in the form of fruit trees as welkefining teacher concept using “doctor” metaphdtects
teacher’s role as healing illnesses and correctirgjakes. Using “doctor” metaphor in defining teach
concept takes attention to doctor-patient and trastudent relations. According to Clarken (199720p
teachers should know how to heal their studentsitadleand characteristic inadequacies, and shouid of
teaching activities in relation to this. Teacheowdl also know “what” to teach along with “how” teach
it. As a doctor should be informed about the caugeinesses and human body, a teacher should know
how students learn best and how learning is immgtpoaaed how learning inadequacies could be corrected
as well. In this respect, the elementary schoallesits’ use of “doctor” metaphor in defining teacher
concept shows that they take attention to inforomagiroviding role of the teacher, and the teacheulsl
take precautions in order not to have his studexperience learning inadequacies.

Most of the students who participated in the stpdyceive teacher as “guiding, directing and
protecting”. In the studies conducted by Saban420énd Keiko and Gaies (2002), and Ganser (1994),
is claimed that metaphors have been created albauttedacher’'s role of directing and supporting
improvement.

Most of the students who participated in the studgd “mother-father, ant, firefly, sun, candle,
lantern, torch, lamp, map, shepherd’s dog, andagaptetaphors in “guiding, directing and protegtin
category while defining teacher concept. Thereasse studies in literature claiming that the mashmon
metaphors are “mother-father” about teacher con¢kpsoutas and Malamitsa, 2009; Nikitina and
Furuoka, 2008; Saban, Kocbeker and Saban, 200ikt€el2006; Darn and White, 2005; Stichert, 2005;
Saban, 2004; Gillis and Johnson, 2002; Ganser,;108reseto, 2010). Together with tisign (Nikitina
and Furuoka, 2008; Saban, Kogbeker and Saban, ZBillis and Johnson, 2002; De Guerrero and
Villamil, 2001 ), candle(Parvaresh, 2008; Zhou and Heineken, 2008; Sabaghdker and Saban, 2007),
lamp (Saban, Kocbeker and Saban, 2007ap (Saban, Kocbeker and Saban, 20@9mpass(Saban,
Kocbeker and Saban, 2007; Saban, 2004; Gillis ahaisbn, 2002)shepherd’'s dodSnow, 1973; akt:
Berliner, 1990), andtaptain (Kasoutas and Malamitsa, 2009; Gillis and John2®02) are among the
metaphors created by participants in defining teacloncept. The opinions of Cerit (2008) as “teadte
the source and distributor of information, motregtier, friend, guide, and a person who illumindatiss
environment”, and Celikten (2005) as “teacher aghewfather, and teacher as gardener and doctor
metaphors that are used in the education fieldrer@nes having positive effects on students” figdiare
parallel to the findings of this study.

“Mother-father” metaphor is claimed in the litersguto be emphasizing teachers traditional role.
Clarken (1997, p.8) likens class and school tagefédninily. According to him, rules and values ofaanily
should be taken into consideration at school at Webchers, like parents, serves both as role a@ohel
authority figure. At schools, teachers behave siteddhaving the same rights, responsibilities and
authority, and improve knowledge and characterstadents. Mackinnon (2004, p.401), by mentioning
that using mother-father metaphor in defining teadkrm is a traditional opinion, indicates thatcteer,
himself, makes all the decisions about the aimeathing-learning activities, students have a pagsile
in making decisions about lesson and learning,teaching and learning is the transfer of knowleage
skills from teacher to student. In this respearentary school students’ use of “mother-fathertaplor
in defining teacher shows that students defineherawith their traditional roles, perceive schosl a
family, teachers have the same rights, resporgsiliand roles as their parents, and decision mgaki
authority in their teaching-learning process beltmthe teacher.

It is seen that the elementary school students wadicipated in the study formed “angel,
psychologist and friend” metaphors in “supportirgrgonal improvement” category. This finding of the
study is parallel to the finding by Cerit (2008) ‘&% of the students agree with the judgement that
teacher is a friend”. Besides this, studies (Aldeamd Sezer, 2009; Kasoutas and Malamitsa, 2009;
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Nikitina and Furuoka, 2008; Tabak and Baumgart@éQ4; Gillis and Johnson, 2002) where “friend”
metaphor is used in literature also support theirfigs of this study.

The metaphors which elementary school students pérticipated in the study used in “shaping”
category to define teacher are “architect, cooldptor, gardener, farmer and artist”. While thisding of
the study is parallel to the studies where gardenetaphor is used (Kasoutas and Malamitsa, 2009;
Celikten, 2006; Stichert, 2005; Saban, 2004; Vadebeur and Torres, 2003; Gillis and Johnson, 2002;
Lynn and Sensing, 2002; De Guerrero and VillaniD2, Porter, 1998), they do not correspond to Gerit
(2008) study where teacher is gardener, auth@aitgerson, guardian, etc. finding.

In this study, it was found out that classroom levariable affects elementary school students
perception about teacher concept. In this studychviias conducted with elementary schoBlabd &'
grade students, it was revealed that while metapfarmed by elementary schoof &nd &' grade
students related to teacher concept are groupetlynmosguiding, directing and protecting” categol‘:§V1
grade students have created more metaphors (6T5%\iding, directing and protecting” category tha

" grade students (32.5%). This shows thAtgbade students accept the role of teacher asngyidi
dlrectlng and protecting.

As a result, the findings of this study show tha&taphors could be used as strong tools in revealing
the perceptions of elementary school studentsertliat the term “teacher”. Regarding the findingshef
present study following suggestions can be offetedchers could determine the expectations of the
students by looking at the metaphors formed by theewd organize the environment accordingly. Results
of such studies could help teachers to improvengband inquire their perspectives related to dfesrof
a teacher. Additionally, studies could be condudiedeveal metaphors created by secondary school
students.
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Genisletilmis Ozet

Bu argtirmanin amaci ilkgretim &grencilerinin “éretmen” kavramina gkin kullandiklari metaforlar
aracilglyla dgretmenlerin sahip oldiu kisisel ve mesleki 6zelliklerin ortaya c¢ikariimasidirarama
modeli benimsenerek gerceftieilen argtirmanin katihmcilarini 2009-201@ketim yili bahar déneminde
Eskisehir il Milli E gitim Muadurlugi'ne bal ilkogretim okullarinda grenim goren 5. ve 8. sinif
ogrencileri olyturmaktadir. Argtirmada kiime 6rnekleme yontemlerinden oranl kimekieme yontemi
kullaniimigtir. Bu ba&lamda, calmanin orneklemini Eskehir Milli Egitim Mudurligi'ne bah
ilkdgretim okullarindan sosyoekonomik diizeyine gore d”g ve alt sosyo-ekonomik olmak Uzere Uger
ilkdgretim okulu belirlenmitir. Belirlenen bu okullardan kmci ve sekizinci siniflar secili argtirma,
secilen bu siniflar Gzerinde gercekiglmistir. Arastirmaya 5. siniftan 320, 8. siniftan ise 247 olridakre
toplam 567 @renci katilmgtir. Bu &srencilerin 297’si kiz, 270'i ise erkekgéencidir.

Arastirma verileri ilk@retim 5. ve 8. sinif grencilerinin “Gretmen” kavramina gkin
kullandiklari metaforlari belirlemeye yonelik ol&ragelistirilen nitel argtirma yontemlerinden vyari
yapilandiriimg acik uclu anket formu kullanilarak toplartm. Arastirmaya katilan ilk@retim
Ogrencilerinin “Gretmen” kavramina gkin sahip olduklari algilarn belirlemek amaciylalamm her
birinden “Cgretmen...... gibidir. Clnkd: ....” cUmlesini tamamlamalarstenmitir. Arastirmada,
ilkdgretim &rencilerinin - @retmen kavramina yonelik giincelerini  belirleyebilmek amaciyla
olusturduklar metaforlarin analizinde “icerik analizéknigi kullanilmistir. Arastirmanin amacina uygun
olarak nitel yontemle analiz edilen veriler, nicgbntem kullanilarak SPSS ortamina aktagtmi
Arastirma verilerinin analizi ve yorumlanmasinda nitel nicel veri analizlerinden yararlanignr. 429
ogrencinin  olgturdusu metaforlar bu agirma icin deerlendirmeye alinngtir.  Ogrencilerin
olusturduklari metaforlarin analiz edilmesi ve yorunmteas! sireci “adlandirma”, “tasnif etme (eleme ve
aritma)”, "yeniden organize etme ve derleme”, “kate gelstirme” ve “nicel veri analizi i¢in verilerin
SPSS paket programina aktariimasgraalari goz izlenerek gercekieilmi stir.

Adlandirma gamasinda her gienci tarafindan geliiriimis olan metaforlar kodlanstir. Bu
asamada, grenciler tarafindan herhangi ey yazilmayan ve herhangi bir metaforun taningddgitlar
elenmitir. Tasnif etme gamasinda metafor analizi ve igerik analizi tekmkleullanilarak, @&renciler
tarafindan geitirilen metaforlar tek tek okunup gdzden gecirgmdiger metaforlarla benzerlikleri ve
ortak Ozellikleri bakimindan analiz edilgtir. Yeniden organize etme ve derlemg@raasinda metaforlar
organize edilmi ve bu gamada 83 adet gecerli metafor elde ediimi Boylece bir metafor listesi
olusturulmustur. Kategori gelitirme gamasinda ise gdencilerin acik uclu ankette belirttikleri metafor
ifadelerinden yola cikilarak, metaforlar ortak dikédri bakimindan alti kavramsal kategori altinda
toplanmgtir. Bu gamalar tamamlandiktan sonra gimananin givenirgini gerceklgtirmek amaciyla,
Ogrencilerin olgturmus olduklari metaforlar, agirmacilar dginda alandan &a bir uzman tarafindan da
belirlenmitir. Elde edilen metaforlar, “GoguBirligi” ve “Gorts Ayriligl” olarak ortaya konulmgur.
Arastirmanin guvenirlii icin Miles ve Huberman'in (1994) belirgfi P (Uzlama Ylzdesi) = [ Na (Gosl
Birli gi) / Na (Gori Birligi) + Nd (Gors Ayriligr) 1 X 100 formdl kullanilmg ve hesaplama sonucunda P
= 93.10 degeri bulunarak ardirma givenilir kabul edilngtir. Nicel veri analizi igcin veriler SPSS
programina aktarlmgiir. Olusturulan alti adet kavramsal kategorinin verileryisallgtiriimis ve her bir
metaforu ve kategoriyi temsil ede@rénci sayisi (f) ve ylzdesi (%) hesaplagtmi Daha sonra, ortaya
¢cikan kategorilerin grencilerin cinsiyeti, sinif dizeyi ve okul dizeyingore farkhlik gosterip
gostermediini sinamak igin “Pearson chi-square testi” uyguoiair.

Arastirma sonucunda ilkgretim @rencilerinin @retmen kavramina #kin olusturduklari metaforlarin
“yol gosterici, yonlendirici ve koruyucu” ve “bilgsalayici” kategorileri altinda daha fazla gunlastigi
ortaya cikmytir. Arastirmaya katilan ilk@retim @rencilerinin “bilgi s&layic1” kategorisi altinda ¢icek,
kitap, azac, bilgisayar, bilgi makinesi, doktor, Vimetaforlar olgturduklari ortaya cikngtir. ilkégretim
Ogrencilerinin @retmenlerini ¢icek metaforu ile tanimlamalari baikbma kendilerini de birer ari gibi
algiladiklarini gostermektedir. Arinin ihtiyaci oldal 6z ve nektarini cgiceklere konarak @ldyibi;
Ogrenci de bilgisini @retmeninden almaktadir. Bunun yani siggedicilerin @retmeni tanimlarkengac
metaforunu kullanmalari, kendilerini degaglarin meyvesi biciminde algiladiklarini gosteriseli.
Ogretmeni su metaforunu kullanarak aciklayanedcilerin ise gretmeni ygamin devamligini sglamasi
icin insanlgl besleyip gelitiren, bilgilerle ygam kayn& sunan en gucli kaynak olarak gordikleri
soOylenebilir. “Doktor” metaforu kullanilarakgtetmen kavraminin agiklanmasgrétmenin hastaliklari
iyilestirme ve hatalari diizeltme rolini yansitmaktaditarken’e goére (1997, s.10)gketmenler
ogrencilerinin zihinsel yetersizliklerini nasil iy§grecezini bilmeli ve buna uygun olarakgéencilerine
Ogretim etkinligi sunmalidir.
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Arastirmaya katilan ilk@retim @rencilerinin buyuk c¢gunlugunun Eretmeni “Yol gosterici,
yonlendirici ve koruyucu” olarak algilaglortaya cikmytir. ilkdgretim @grencilerinin @&retmen kavramini
aciklarken “yol gosterici, yonlendirici ve koruyuckategorisi altinda en fazla “anne-baba, kariraies
bocesi, giine, fener, mgale ve lamba” metaforunu kullargaisonucuna ukalmistir. ilgili alanyazinda da
Ogretmen kavramina ikin en ygun bicimde olgturulan metaforlarin “anne-baba” olglina iliskin
calsmalar bulunmaktadir (Saban, 2004; Ganser, 1994nydzinda gretmen kavraminin agiklanmasinda
“anne-baba” metaforunun kullaniimasinin, grétmenin  geleneksel rollerine  vurgu yapiidi
belirtimektedir. Clarken, (1997, s.8) sinifi veubk geng bir aileye benzetmektedir. Ona goére ailenin
kurallari ve dgerleri okullarda goz 6niinde bulundurulmaktadigrédmenler de ebeveynler gibi hem rol
modeli hem de otorite figiirii olarak hizmet eder@fretmenler okullarda giencilere ebeveynlerin sahip
olduklari hak, sorumluluk ve yetkilere aynen sablprak davranir, ¢cocuklarin bilgi ve karakterlerini
geligtirirler. Mackinnon (2004, s.401) da,gi@tmen kavramini agiklamada anne-baba metaforunun
kullaniminin geleneksel bir gdriolduguna dginerek, @retmenin @retme-@renme etkinliklerinin
amagclari hakkinda tim kararlarn kendisinin vgirdi 6grencinin ders ve grenme ile ilgili her konuda
karar vermede pasif bir konumda ofdunu, Eretme ve grenmenin gretmenden grenciye bilgi ve beceri
aktarimi oldgunu belirtmektedir.

Arastirmaya katilan ilk@iretim &srencilerinin “bireysel gedimi destekleyici” kategorisi altinda
genellikle “melek, psikolog ve arkagfametaforlarini kullandiklari ortaya c¢ikgtir. Bunun yani sira bu
argtirmada ilk@retim @grencilerinin “bicimlendirici” kategorisi altinda gdetmen kavramini aciklarken
kullandiklari metaforlarin “mimar,sal, heykeltirg, bahgivan, ciftci ve sanat¢i” olgu ortaya ¢ikmytir.
Bahc¢ivan metaforu, gietmenin aktif bilgi dgitici, &grencinin ise pasif bilgi alici oldiu bir Ggretme
O0grenme slrecini yansitmaktadir (Aldemir ve Seze920s.117). Saban (2004grétmen kavramini
aciklamada “bahgivan” metaforunun kullaniimasinigretmenin sevgi dolu bir gienme ortaminda
ogrencinin bireysel yetegnin beslenmesi roliine dikkat cekmektedir. Bu sarmada ilk@retim
ogrencilerinin sinif diizeyi diskenlerinin, onlarin gretmen kavramina gkin algilarini énemli dlglide
etkiledigi ortaya ¢cikmygtir. ilkdgretim 5.ve 8. sinif grencileri (izerinde gercekfirilen bu aragtirmada her
iki sinif dizeyinde de gienciler tarafindan gretmen kavramina ikin olusturulan metaforlar “yol
gOsterici, yonlendirici ve koruyucu” kategorisi 1alia daha ygun bir bicimde toplanirken, 5. sinif
Ogrencilerinin “yol gosterici-yonlendirici ve koruyut kategorisi altinda (%67.5) 8.sinigi@ncilerine
oranla (%32.5) daha fazla metafor Urettiklegirgimeni yol gdsteren, yonlendiren ve koruyan raotier
daha fazla benimsedikleri ortaya ¢kt

Sonug¢ olarak, bu agarmanin bulgulari metaforlarin iligdetim Gerencilerinin - @retmen
kavramina il§kin sahip olduklari algilar ortaya cikarmada gubiier ara¢ olarak kullanilabilegimi
gostermektedir. Gercekfirilen bu argtirma sonucundasagidaki 6nerileri getirmek olanakhdir:

« Ogretmenler, @grenciler tarafindan olturulan metaforlara dayali olarakgréncilerin
kendilerinden beklentilerini belirleyebilir, bu Dektileri kagilamak amaciyla uygun ortamlar
dizenleyehbilirler.

+ llkogretim @srencilerinin @retmen kavramini agiklamada kullandiklar metafarlaakilarak
Ogretmenin gitim sistemindeki rolleri ve sorumluluklari daha anlagilabilir.

* Arastirma sonuglarina dayal olaragrétmenlerin rollerine ikkin perspektiflerini geltirme,
degistirme ve sorgulamalarina yonelik hizmetigitem etkinlikleri dizenlenebilir.

+  Ogretmenlerin, gretmen kavramina yiikledikleri metaforlargkin calsmalar yapilabilir.

+ ilkogretim Garencilerinin ideallerindeki gretmene ilkin metafor Gretmeleri ganabilir.

 Sinif @retmenlerinin - @renci  kavramina yikledikleri metaforlara skin calsmalar
yapilabilir.

*  Sinif Ggretmenlerinin grenci kavramina yukledikleri metaforlar ile ilfg@tim &rencilerinin
Ogretmen kavramina yukledikleri metaforlar k#astirmall bir argtirmada ele alinabilir.
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