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ABSTRACT

The aim of this research is to determine the effect of student-centered
teaching practices on the development of speaking skills. In this
direction, 24 experimental studies that met the inclusion criteria were
examined in terms of various variables by meta-analysis method. The
total sample size of the studies included in the meta-analysis consisted
of 1192 students, 600 students in the experimental group, and 592
students in the control group. Comprehensive Meta Analysis v2.0
(CMA) statistical program was used to determine the effect sizes,
publication biases, heterogeneity levels, and moderator variable
analysis of the studies. YOK National Thesis Center, Ulakbim Social
Sciences Database, Google Scholar and ResearchGate databases were
used to collect the data. Because of the analysis, it was seen that the
studies included in the meta-analysis were heterogeneous. In the
analysis of the data, the Random Effects Model was used depending on
the heterogeneity rate, and the effect sizes were calculated with
Hedge's g. According to the results of the analysis, it was seen that the
effect of student-centered teaching practices on the development of
speaking skills had a strong effect (Hedge's g = 1.375). On the other
hand, the moderator variables of the study (level of education, year of
publication, type of publication, sample size, duration of the
experiment, type of speech, teaching practices) were also examined,
and it was determined that the variables, except for the sample size, did
not differ statistically significantly.
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Introduction

Along with the transition to the information society in the world, certain
understanding changes have emerged in the field of learning. One of these changes is the
constructivist understanding of learning systemized by Bruner. Constructivist
understanding of learning aims not to give information directly, but to help learners
acquire skills such as metacognitive thinking, analysis, problem solving, and synthesis.
Based on students' individual differences, this approach emphasizes the importance of
using methods, techniques, and strategies appropriate for each student’s learning needs.
With constructivist learning, the student was given the responsibility for learning, and the
teacher was seen as a guide in the process of accessing information and an active role was
given to the student in processing the information (Tosunoglu & Melanlioglu, 2006;
Alkan, Deryakulu & Simsek, 1995).

Student-centered teaching practices based on the constructivist approach were first
used in teaching with the 2005 Turkish Curriculum. Before 2005, the curricula included
teacher-centered teaching practices based on the traditional approach. These practices were
based on a traditional approach, and teacher activities were prioritized in finding
knowledge. The students were only the followers of the teaching process and were taught
according to the behavioral teaching model. However, with the transition to the
constructivist approach, the opportunity for students to construct their own knowledge
independently and individually was created, and simultaneously, activities such as sharing
their own knowledge with groups on a collaborative basis were encouraged (Danforth &
Smith, 2005). The fact that the Turkish course is a skill course and makes it necessary to
use the cognitive activities of the students effectively requires the use of student-centered
methods and techniques frequently. The development of basic language skills in Turkish
lessons is particularly dependent on student-centered practices.

For the specific purposes specified in the Turkish Curriculum, “ensuring that
students use their native language consciously, correctly and carefully in accordance with
the rules of speaking and writing, and to enable them to express their feelings and
thoughts, their opinions, or thesis on a subject in an effective and understandable way,
verbally and in writing” (MEB, 2019) seem to be aimed at the development of direct
speaking skills. Speaking activities should be created in a way that allows the student to
obtain information, analyze it logically, cooperate with other students, express himself
effectively, and evaluate the work of himself and his peers. During speaking activities, the
teacher should assume the role of an assistant and encourage students to learn by doing, to
develop their thinking power and to cooperate with their friends; It should provide an
educational environment where students’ experiences, levels, and motivations are taken
into account, and active participation in learning activities is ensured.

When the literature on the subject is examined, it is seen that student-centered
individual and interactive studies have a positive effect on improving speaking skills. In a
study by Tirkben (2019), it is seen that the interactive teaching strategy affects the
development of speaking skills and results in favor of the experimental group in terms of
introduction to speech, use of body language, termination of speech, and application of
external structure components of the language. It is seen that studies using the cooperative
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learning method, which is one of a student-centered interactive activities (Kao, 2003; Liao,
2005; Liang, 2002; Namaziandost et al., 2019), have a positive effect on the development
of speaking skills. In a study examining the effect of communicative language teaching
techniques on the development of students' speaking skills (Supriyani, 2018), it was
concluded that role-playing and filling the knowledge gap techniques had a significant
effect on the development of students’ speaking skills.

Since speaking skill is a skill that develops based on activity and practice, besides
the teacher's guidance, various methods, techniques, and strategies should be used by
putting the student at the center to support the development of this skill in the teaching
process. Each individual has different cognitive capacities, affective characteristics, and
different types of intelligence. Therefore, every student encounters different learning
experiences during the teaching process. The most important feature of student-centered
practices in this context is that they make the learner active in the teaching process. The
role of the teacher is to create an environment in which students can learn by themselves,
rather than presenting the information ready-made (Senemoglu, 1997). In student-centered
teaching practices, there is the belief that the student's own thoughts can develop under the
guidance of the teacher (Warwick & Stephenson, 2002). At this point, learner autonomy
should be supported, and activities that motivate learners should be designed. The
evaluation of success in teaching is not only product-oriented; A multiple assessment
approach (J.G. Brooks & M. G. Brooks, 1993) should be adopted by looking at the
student's performance, development, behavior and actions in the process, communication
with his environment and peers.

The methods, techniques and strategies preferred in student-centered teaching
practices are arranged according to the learning needs of the students. The student can
conduct teaching practices by collaborating interactively with his peers, as well as making
an effort to reach information individually. These practices, which are based on
constructivist understanding, are based on activities that students take part in the teaching
process by constructing their own conceptualizations and perceptions, to understand the
world around them. For this reason, teaching should provide students with opportunities
that allow exploration, creativity, and active communication (Harakchiyska, 2018).
Student-centered activities are created by providing students’ cognitive development,
paying attention to the affective dimensions of teaching, the developmental and social
aspects of learning, and individual differences in learning practices (Daniels & Perry,
2003).

Considering that speaking skill is based on an interaction (Dohen, Schwartz, &
Bailly, 2010), learning environments enable students to think, wonder, build their own
knowledge and use the knowledge they have created, solve problems, cooperate and be
responsible to realize this interaction. It should include student-centered activities that lead
to Learning environments should be arranged in a way that allows individuals to interact
more with each other and to provide them with rich learning experiences (A. Erdem & M.
Erdem, 2015). Interactions in student-centered practices enable students to communicate
verbally with each other, to realize their mistakes, to receive feedback, and to obtain
information about the use of their own language skills (Hirst & Slavik, 1990). In this
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respect, it is important to benefit from student-centered methods, techniques, and strategies
based on interaction in the development of speaking skills.

Looking at the literature, it is seen that experimental studies test the development of
speaking skills from various aspects using student-centered teaching practices (Sarikaya,
2020; Orhan, Kirbas, & Topal, 2012; Sevim & Turan, 2017; Kardas & Sahin, 2016; Yegin,
2014; Aydogan, 2019; Ozcan, 2013; Yasar, 2017; Pat, 2017; Kardas, 2018; iI, 2018;
Sallabas, 2011; Bulut, 2015; Uzunyol, 2019; Demirci, 2019; Yildiz, 2014; Uysal, 2014).
However, the absence of a meta-analysis study showing the effect of student-centered
teaching practices in Turkey on speaking skills in teaching Turkish as a native language
reveals the necessity of this study. In this direction, the aim of this research is to determine
the general effect of student-centered strategies, methods, and techniques on the
development of students’ speaking skills. In the scope of the research; It was tried to
determine whether the effect values of the studies included in the meta-analysis differ
according to the education level of the participants, the type of publication, the sample
size, the years of the studies, the type of speech used, and the strategies, the methods, and
techniques used or not. Another important feature of the research is that it is a synthesis of
experimental studies examining the effects of student-centered teaching practices on the
development of students' speaking skills.

Methodology

This research is a meta-analysis research. Meta-analysis is a statistical procedure
used to quantitatively collect the results of a large number of primary studies to conclude
or summary of primary studies (Arthur, Bennett, & Huffcutt, 2001). Meta-analysis studies
allow researchers to generalize between individual studies. On the other hand, it makes it
easier to determine which features of the study arise from the differences between the
studies (Sen & Yildirim, 2020). In studies in the meta-analysis type, research findings are
reanalyzed, integrated, and interpreted. (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2018). In accordance with the
meta-analysis method, the research results of the articles and theses on student-centered
teaching practices used in teaching Turkish as a native language was reached, the effect
sizes of the moderator variables of the research were determined, and the effect of these
results on the development of speaking skills was examined. In this study, the meta-
analysis steps of Ellis (2010) were followed respectively.

Procedure

1. Determination of Research Purpose and Moderator Variables

The first step followed in meta-analysis studies is to determine the purpose and
problem and, accordingly, to specify the moderator variables (Card, 2011). The aim of this
research was to examine the effect of student-centered teaching practices on the
development of speaking skills. For this purpose, experimental studies in which student-
centered strategies, methods, and techniques are used at all education levels were included
in the research as an object of study. In studies in which student-centered teaching
practices were used as independent variables, teaching level, publication type, sample size,
year of study, a type of speech used, teaching practices used and the duration of the
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experiment were determined as moderator variables. In line with moderator variables, the
research seeks answers to the following questions:

1. To what extent do student-centered teaching practices affect the development of
students’ speaking skills?

2. Do the effect sizes determined according to the education level of the studies
differ significantly?

3. Do the effect sizes determined according to the publication type of the studies
differ significantly?

4. Do the effect sizes determined according to the sample size of the studies differ
significantly?

5. Do the effect sizes determined according to the year of the studies differ
significantly?

6. Do the effect sizes determined according to the type of speech used in the
studies differ significantly?

7. Do the effect sizes determined according to the teaching practices used in the
studies differ significantly?

8. Do the effect sizes determined according to the experimental period of the
studies differ significantly?

2. Data collection

The databases used in the literature review are: YOK National Thesis Center,
Ulakbim Social Sciences Database, Google Scholar, and ResearchGate databases. The
literature review was conducted using the words “student-centered teaching practices”,
“constructivist approach”, “speaking skills”, “oral expression”, “method”, “technique”,
“strategy”, “student-centered teaching”, “Turkish teaching”. A total of 24 studies, which
are suitable for the independent variables of the study, were included in the meta-analysis.

3. Determination of Inclusion Criteria

In this study, the following criteria were taken into account in the studies included
in the meta-analysis:

Studies carried out in the field of teaching Turkish as a native language,

2. The studies were conducted with an experimental and a control group
experimental design,

3. The studies were conducted between 2005-2022,
Studies are based on student-centered strategy, methods and technique,

5. Including the standard deviation, sample size, and arithmetic mean data
required to determine the effect sizes of the studies,

6. The studies are from graduate theses and independent articles (not produced
from the thesis),

7. These studies were conducted in Turkey.
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4. Coding Process and Coding Reliability

In this study, a coding process was developed for the studies included in the meta-
analysis. In meta-analysis studies, the coding process consists of the descriptive data of the
study and information showing the experimental findings of the study (Lipsey & Wilson,
2000). In this direction, a coding form developed by the researcher was created. In this
coding form, the name of the study, the year, the type of publication, the sample size of the
experimental and control group, standard deviation and arithmetic averages, and
information on the teaching practices used in the studies are included.

To ensure encoder reliability, one or more people other than the researcher
performing the application should encode the data. In meta-analysis studies, the coefficient
of agreement is generally used, the correlation coefficient in continuous data, the Cohen
Kappa coefficient for the agreement between two encoders, and the Fleiss Kappa
coefficient for the agreement between three or more coders (Sen & Yildirim, 2020). In this
study, the agreement between the two encoders was calculated using the Cohen Kappa
(Cohen's «) coefficient. Thus, 10 studies randomly selected from among the studies were
coded by a second coder. The coefficient of fit was calculated as k = .90. In order for the
Cohen Kappa coefficient to be considered good in terms of fit, it must be greater than .60
(Sen & Yildirim, 2020). From this view, it can be said that the coder reliability is good.

Table 1. Descriptive Data for Studies Examining the Effect of Student-Centered Teaching
Practices on the Development of Speaking Skills

Frequency Percentage
2005-2010 2 %8.33
Year of research 2011-2015 8 %33.33
2016-2022 14 %58.33
Master's thesis 14 %58.33
Publication type of research Doctoral thesis 6 %25.00
Article 4 %16.66
Education level of the sample Primary school 3 %12.50
group Sec.onda}ry school 18 %75.00
University 3 %12.50
Prepared 10 %41.66
The type of speech Impromptu 14 %58.33
Individual Activities
Critical Speaking 1 %4.16
Six Hats Thinking Technique 1 %4.16
Images 1 %4.16
Concept Map 2 %8.33
Rhymes 1 %4.16
Diction Activities 1 %4.16
Story Usage 1 %4.16
5E Learning Model 1 %4.16
Student-centered teaching Listening Supported Instruction 1 %4.16
practices Direct Instruction 1 %4.16
Active Learning Method 2 %8.33
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Interactive Activities

65

Drama 2 %8.33
Creative Drama 3 %12.50
Academic Contradiction 1 %4.16
Cooperative Learning 1 %4.16
Interactive Teaching Strategy 1 %4.16
Micro-Teaching 3 %12.50
10<n<20 7 % 29.16
Sample size 21<n<30 10 % 41.66
31<n 7 % 29.16
Total 24 % 100.0

Looking at Table 1, which shows the descriptive data regarding the studies
included in the meta-analysis, it is seen that the most experimental studies were conducted
between the years 2016-2022 (58.33%). When evaluated in terms of publication type,
notably it is noteworthy that most of the studies in the type of master's thesis (58.33%)
were included in the meta-analysis, and the highest rate of these studies was carried out at
the secondary school level (75.0%). In experimental studies, it was seen that the
impromptu speech type (58.33%) was preferred more than the prepared speech type
(41.66%), and the sample size was found to be between 21-30 with a rate of 41.66%.

It was determined that critical speaking, six hat thinking techniques, visuals,
rhymes, diction activities, use of stories, listening-supported teaching, and direct teaching
practices (f=1), which were grouped individually within the student-centered teaching
practices, were the least preferred practices at a rate of 4.16%. Concept map and active
learning method applications (f=1) were the most preferred applications with 8.33%.

Creative drama and micro-teaching (f=3) grouped as interactive among student-
centered teaching practices were the most used practices with a rate of 12.52. While drama
(f=2) was the second most used interactive type of activity, cooperative learning,
interactive teaching strategy, and academic conflict technique were the least used (f=1)
student-centered teaching practices with 4.16%.

Data analysis
1. Calculation of Effect Size

Meta-analysis studies aim to combine the effect size values obtained from
independent studies on a subject and to obtain the average of these values (Sen, 2019). The
basic unit of meta-analysis studies is effect size calculations. Fixed effects and random
effects models are used in these calculations. The model that assumes that the parameter
measuring the effect size is the same (homogeneous) in all studies is called the “fixed
effects model” while the model that takes different values from one study to the next and
allows it to act as a (heterogeneous) random variable is defined as the “random effects
model” (Sen & Yildirim, 2020). Effect size variations; It occurs in cases such as the
variation in the number of samples and the method used, and the diversity of the subjects
(Cooper, 2017). The effect size is obtained by converting the arithmetic mean, standard
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deviation, t, f, or r values of the studies into a standard measurement value with certain
formulas (Rosenthal, 1991). After performing the heterogeneity test on the effect sizes
obtained in the study, it should be decided which model should be selected. According to
the test, if the studies show a heterogeneous distribution, the random effects model should
be used, and if not, the fixed effects model should be used (Ellis, 2010). In this study, the
heterogeneity test was calculated according to the I? value. An I? value of 25%, 50% and
75% indicates low, medium, and high values, respectively (Sen & Yildirim, 2020). In the
research, the effect sizes of the studies were calculated with the Comprehensive Meta-
Analysis (CMA) program. Before the calculations were made, values such as sample size,
standard deviation, arithmetic mean, t, and p scores of the experimental and control groups
were coded into the program. Effect sizes were calculated using Hedges’s g coefficient.
The confidence level was accepted as 95% in calculations for effect sizes. The effect size
was interpreted according to the following criteria (Cohen, 1992):

» .00 < Effect size value < .20 (Weak Effect)

* .21 < Impact magnitude value < .50 (Small Impact)

.51 < Effect size value < 1.00 (Medium Effect)

1.00 > Effect size value (Strong Effect)
2. Research Validity and Publication Bias Calculations

One of the most important factors threatening the validity of meta-analysis studies is
publication bias. The term “publication bias” is used to express that meaningful results are
more likely to be presented and published than non-significant and erroneous results
(Petiti, 2000). In order to eliminate publication bias, errors were detected in the data of
independent studies, and 5 independent studies were eliminated during the analysis by
taking expert opinion in order not to damage the reliability of the study. Card (2011)
mentions six methods to use in examining publication bias. These are: analysis of
moderator variables, funnel plot, Rosenthal’s Fail-safe N test, Orwin’s N test, regression
analysis, Duval and Tweedie trim and fill methods.

In this study, the funnel plot technique was used to determine publication bias,
Rosenthal’s Fail-safe N test, Orwin’s N test, Begg and Mazumdar Rank Correlation Tests
were used to show the effect of publication bias. In Figure 1, Funnel Plot data showing the
bias of the research are given.
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Figure 1. Funnel Plot Related to Study Bias

Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Hedges's g
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Looking at the graph, it is seen that Duval and Tweedie's trimming-filling process is
not needed since the effect sizes do not show much asymmetric distribution compared to
the random model. Therefore, it is seen that the publication bias is not significant in the

funnel plot (Duval & Tweedie, 2000).

The publication bias of the study was evaluated with Rosenthal’s Fail-safe N Test.
With this method, it is aimed to evaluate the effect of missing studies on the overall
estimate of the experimental effect (Rosenthal, 1979). Rosenthal’s Fail-safe N Test gives
the number of studies required to make the statistically significant population effect size
value not statistically significant (Sen & Yildirim, 2020). Table 2 contains information

about Rosenthal’s Fail- safe N test.

Table 2. Rosenthal’s Fail-Safe N Test Data that Shows Publication Bias Situation in Publications

which Form the Study Sample of Meta-Analysis

67

Z-value for reviewed studies
P-value for reviewed studies
Alpha

Direction

Z-value for Alpha

19.87

.00

.50

2.00

1.96
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The number of studies reviewed 24

Fail-safe number (FSN) 2443

According to Table 2, the safe N value obtained by Rosenthal’s method was
determined as 2443. Accordingly, the number of studies required to bring the effect of
student-centered teaching practices on the development of speaking skills to a statistically
insignificant level is 2443. The small number of this number indicates that the publication
bias is very high. According to Rosenthal (1979), n>5k+10 means that the publication bias
of the study is very low. Since the safe N value of 24 studies included in the meta-analysis
is greater than 5x24+10, that is, 130, it is concluded that the publication bias is low.

Table 3 shows the values from Orwin’s Fail-safe N test. Orwin’s Fail-safe N method
gives the average number of unpublished studies required to reduce the population effect
size value in the meta-analysis to a specified value (Sen & Yildirim, 2020). The Orwin
method uses the standardized mean of difference in effect sizes to calculate the number of
studies with a mean effect size of zero (Hunter and Schmidt, 2004).

Table 3. Orwin’s Fail-Safe N Test

Hedge’s g in reviewed studies 1.17
Criteria for a “nonsignificant” Hedge g A0
Hedge g mean for missing studies .00
The number of necessary missing studies in order to 260
reduce Hedge g value to below 0,1 (FSN)

According to Table 3, the number of studies required for the Hedge g= 1.17 effect
size value given according to the random effects model to decrease to the insignificant
g=.10 value was determined as 260. Another effective method in determining the
publication bias of the research is the Begg-Mazumdar Rank Correlation test. The Begg-
Mazumdar Rank Correlation test is found by calculating Kendall's Tau Value between the
standardized values of the effect size and its variances. The obtained value reflects the
relationship between the effect size and the sample size. If there is a statistically significant
difference at this point (p<.05), it can be said that there is publication bias. Finding a
statistically insignificant correlation value reveals that there is no publication bias (Sen &
Yildirim, 2020). Table 4 presents the Begg-Mazumdar Rank Correlation Test data.

Table 4. Begg- Mazumdar Rank Correlation Test

Kendall’s S statistic (P-Q) 146
Kendall’s tau coefficient .525
Z value for tau 3.59
P value (1-tailed) .016
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Looking at Table 4, the Kendall tau value was .525. The z-statistic of this value was
found to be 3.59. The one-tailed P value of this value is .016. Therefore, the significance
value is not statistically different from zero. This situation reduces the possibility of
publication bias (Begg & Mazumdar, 1994).

Results
1. Heterogeneity Testing and Model Determination

In meta-analysis studies, heterogeneity test is important to decide which model to
analyze. The researcher should determine the characteristics of the study before deciding
on the model (Borenstein et al., 2009). Two models are used in meta-analysis: These are
the fixed effects model and random effects models. The heterogeneity test is used when
deciding on the model of the study. The heterogeneity test helps see certain interventions
or populations in cases where the effect sizes of the studies are very high or low (Sen &
Yildirim, 2020). It is necessary to look at values such as forest plot, Q-statistic, and I
statistics to check whether there is heterogeneity between studies and to select the required
model. In this study, the Q-statistic and I* values were looked at to analyze the
heterogeneity. For this purpose, heterogeneity analysis according to the Fixed Effects
Model is given in Table 5. The most common way to test for heterogeneity and determine
whether the heterogeneity is statistically significant is the Q (df) statistic based on the X2
test.

Table 5. Findings Related to Effect Sizes of Studies According to the Fixed Effects Model

%95 Confidence

g::‘g:igseize Degree of Homogeneity p_value Standard Interval for Effect
@ Freedom Value Error (SE) 12 Size (ES, %95CI)
d (af) Q Lower Upper
Limit Limit

(Min.) (Max)

1.180 23 134.720 .00 .064 82.928 1.055 1.304

I> = The ratio of true heterogeneity to the total change in the observed
effect.

The Q value showing the homogeneity value in Table 5 was found to be 134,720.
The fact that the P value is significant at the .00 level and the I? value is as high as
82.928% indicates that there is a statistically significant level of heterogeneity. Because
the I? value reveals that the variance between studies in meta-analysis studies is not due to
coincidence, but due to heterogeneity. This value varies between 0 and 100, and as the
value approaches 100, heterogeneity increases (Sen & Yildirim, 2020). On the other hand,
when the X? table was examined depending on the Q value (134,720), it was determined
that the critical value of 23 degrees of freedom (df) was 35,173 at the 95% significance
level. When the effect sizes are heterogeneous, a statistically significant X? value indicates
that the studies have different distributions and thus do not share a wide effect (Hedges and

© 2023 JLERE, Journal of Language Education and Research, 9(1), 59-105



70 Ozlem BATMAZ

Olkin, 1985). As a result of all these findings, the “Random Effects Model” was preferred
in calculating the average effect sizes of the studies (Yildiz, 2002). According to this
model, the actual effect size varies from study to study. There are two main reasons for
this. The first reason is the real heterogeneity of the effect size, and the second reason is
related to the errors in the studies. (Borenstein et al., 2009).

The effect size of the study was determined as 1,375 according to the Random
Effects Model. The lowest limit of the effect size was 1.068 and the upper limit was 1.683
in the 95% confidence interval. According to these findings, it is seen that student-centered
teaching practices have a strong effect on the development of students' speaking skills
(Cohen, 1992). In Figure 2, the distribution of the effect sizes of individual studies is
shown on the forest plot.

Figure 2. Forest Plot of Study

Meta Analysis

Study name Statistics for each study Hedges's g and 95% CI
Hedgess  Standand Lower  Upper
" error Variance  limit imit  Z-Valee p-Value

Sarykaya, B. (2020) 0,145 4+

Orhan, S., Kirbas, A., Topal Y. (2012) 1,050

Sevim O, ve Turan L (2017) 0613

Kardab, M. N ve Pahin, E. (2018 2,500

Yeden, U. (2014 1,557

AydoBan, Y. (2019 1,530

. Y. (2018) 0.7%8
Dedeobiu Orhun B, (2008) 1.2
Sallabap, M. E (2011) 1,888
Bulut, K. (X 1.512
Uzunyol, C 2178
Demirci, E 3,028
Aslan, WA (2 798
Uysal, B. (2014 2
Yyidye, D. (2014) 1,394
Sary, T. (2019 1,005
Tizemen, T. (2018) 1,447
Cergi, A. (2013)

Kemiksiz, 0. (2018]
Karzbay, A (200%) 0888

8,00 -4.00 0.00 400 8,00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

According to Figure 2, the study with the highest confidence interval line belongs
to Aslan (2018), while the study with the lowest confidence interval belongs to Sarikaya
(2020). Looking at the weights of the studies, it is seen that Aslan (2018) has the smallest
weight, while Sarikaya (2020) has the largest weight. When all studies are considered, it is
seen that the smallest effect size is -.145 and the largest effect size is 3.796.
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2. Findings on the Effect of Student-Centered Teaching Practices on the
Development of Students' Speaking Skills

The effect of student-centered teaching practices on the development of students'
speaking skills is shown in Table 6 according to the random effects model.

Table 6. Findings on Effect Sizes of Independent Studies by Random Effects Model

%95 Confidence
Average Standard . Interval for Effect Size
Effect N Error :/‘;‘“ance z p (ES, %95 CI)
. v

Size (SE) Lower Upper
@) Limit Limit

(Min) (Max)
1.375 24 157 .025 8.762 .00* 1.068 1.683
*p<.05

According to Table 6, the overall effect value (Hedge's g) of student-centered
teaching practices on the development of speaking skills is 1.375. While the standard error
value is .157, the P value is statistically significant with .00. The lowest limit of the 95%
Confidence Interval for the Effect Size was 1.068, and the upper limit was 1.683.
Accordingly, it is concluded that student-centered teaching practices are highly effective in
improving students' speaking skills. The positive effect size values indicate that the
performances in these dimensions are in favor of the experimental group in terms of effect
size (Wolf, 1986).

3. Findings Related to the Variable of Education Level in Which the Studies

were Made

The teaching level moderator was examined in 3 groups. In Table 7, the findings
regarding the moderator variable of education level are given.

Table 7. Findings Related to the Instructional Level Variable by Random Effects Model

%095 Confidence Degree of

Model Interval Freedom (df) Heterogeneity Test
(%95ClI)
Random Effects Model Hedge g Lower Upper Q value p value
Limit Limit
Primary school 1.419 187 2.052
Secondary school 1.451 1.090 1.813
University .900 -.223 2.024 2 .840 .657

In Table 7, it is seen that the highest effect size is at the secondary school level with
1.451. Primary school has an effect size of 1.419, while the university has the smallest
effect with .900. The education level where the experimental studies are done the most is
the secondary school (n=31). Primary school and university are equal with 3 experimental
studies. The fact that the Q value belonging to the education level is .840 and the critical
value determined with 2 degrees of freedom in the X2 table at the 95% confidence interval
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is below the critical value of 5.991 and the p value is greater than .05, which shows that the
effect sizes do not differ significantly according to the education level variable.

4. Findings Regarding the Variable of Publication Type of Studies

The findings regarding whether there is a significant difference between the effect
sizes according to the type of publication in which the studies were conducted are shown
in Table 8.

Table 8. Findings Related to Publication Type Variable by Random Effects Model

%95 Confidence Degree of

Model Interval Freedom (df) Heterogeneity Test
(%95Cl)

Random Effects Model Hedge g Lower Upper Q value p value
Limit Limit

Acrticle .950 .017 1.882

Doctoral Thesis 1.207 .708 .705

Master’s Thesis 1574 1.179 1.968 2.206 332

Heterogeneity between 2

groups

The majority of the studies on the type of publication consist of the master's thesis
(n=14). Then, there are doctoral thesis (n=6) and article (n=4) types, respectively. The
highest effect size value is in the type of master's thesis with 1.574. The effect size of
doctoral theses is 1.207, and articles are .950. In general terms, all three publication types
have large effect sizes. However, the fact that the Q value determined as 2.206 is below the
critical value of 5.991 determined with 2 degrees of freedom in the 95% confidence
interval and p>.05 shows that the difference is not at a statistically significant level.

5. Findings Regarding the Sample Size Variable of Studies

The findings regarding whether there is a significant difference between the effect
sizes of the studies according to the sample size are shown in Table 9. The sample size of
the studies was grouped as 10-20, 21-30, and 31+. Studies with a sample size of 21-30
(n=10) are the experimental studies with the highest amount. Experimental studies with
sample sizes of 10-20 and over 31+ are n=7 each.

Table 9. Findings Related to Sample Size Variable by Random Effects Model

5 -
Model /o95| ﬁc;rr\:‘/gence ing;?] (():; f Heterogeneity Test
(%95ClI)

Random Effects Model Hedge g Lower Upper Q value p value
Limit Limit

10-20 1.806 1.504 2.108

21-30 1.439 .856 2.022

31+ .926 .504 1.348 11.107 .004

Heterogeneity between 2

groups
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According to Table 9, the sample group with the highest effect size (1,806) is 10-20
people. The sample size of 21-30 has the second smallest effect size of 1.439, while the
sample size of 31+ has the smallest effect size of .926. It is seen that the Q value of 11.107
is below the critical value of 5.991 determined with 2 degrees of freedom in the 95%
confidence interval. The fact that the P value (.004) is less than .05 reveals that the
difference is statistically significant.

6. Findings Related to the Variable of Year of Studies

The findings regarding the effect sizes according to the year of the studies for
which answers were sought in the research are shown in Table 10.

Table 10. Findings Related to the Variable of Studies Year by Random Effects Model

5 -
Model /095| riz:f/ladlence ingge; C(J:; f Heterogeneity Test
(%95ClI)

Random Effects Model Hedge g Lower Upper Q value p value
Limit Limit

2005-2010 1.048 .688 1.409

2011-2015 1.266 .968 1.564

2016-2022 1.512 .976 2.048 2.093 .351

Heterogeneity between 2

groups

Among the included experimental studies, the studies with the highest amount
(n=14) were conducted between 2016 and 2020. Between 2011 and 2015, n=8 studies
were conducted, and between 2005 and 2010, at least n=2 studies were conducted. The
effect sizes of the three groups in which the studies were conducted were above 1 and were
close to each other. The highest effect size is the studies between the years of 1.512 and
2016-2022. The second highest effect size belongs to studies between 2011 and 2015, with
1,266. The lowest effect size was found in studies conducted between 2005 and 2010, with
1,048. The Q value of the moderator variable is below the critical value of 5.991 with 2
degrees of freedom in the confidence interval of 2.093 to 95%. In addition, the fact that the
P value (.351) is greater than .05 shows that the difference between the effect size values is
not statistically significant.

7. Findings Regarding the Speech Type Variable

In this research, the variable of speech type was grouped into two categories as
prepared and unprepared. Most studies were done in n=14 impromptu speech types. The
prepared speech type is found in n=10 experimental studies.
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Table 11. Findings Related to Speech Type Variable by Random Effects Model

Model %695 Confidence Degree of Heterogeneity Test
Interval Freedom
(%95ClI) (df)

Random Effects Model Hedge g Lower Upper Q value p value

Limit Limit

Prepared Speech 1.139 .653 1.626 1.601 .206

Impromptu Speech 1.537 1.159 1.916

Heterogeneity between 1

groups

In Table 11, it is seen that the effect sizes of the two speech types are above 1 and
are close to each other. While the effect size of the impromptu speech type is 1.537, the
effect size of the prepared speech type is 1.139. The Q value is below the critical value of
3.841, which is determined with 1 degree of freedom in the confidence interval of 1.601 to
95%. The fact that the P value (.351) is greater than .05 indicates that the difference
between the effect size values is not statistically significant.

8. Findings Related to Student-Centered Teaching Practices Variable

The findings regarding the effect sizes among the student-centered teaching
practices used in the studies are shown in Table 12. Since student-centered teaching
practices consist of different methods and techniques, they were analyzed in two groups as
"individual™” and "interactive". Individual-type teaching practices are n=13, and interactive-
type teaching practices are n=11.

Table 12. Findings Related to the Variable of Teaching Practices by Random Effects Model

Model %695 Confidence Degree of Heterogeneity Test
Interval Freedoms
(%95ClI) (df)

Random Effects Model Hedge g Lower Upper Q value p value

Limit Limit

Individual Activities 1.307 .838 1.776 234 .629

Interactive Activities 1.453 1.093 1.813

Heterogeneity between 1

groups

According to Table 12, the highest level of impact (1,453) is student-centered
teaching practice of the interactive type. Individual types of student-centered teaching
practices have an effect size of 1,307. The Q value is below the critical value of 3.841,
which is determined with 1 degree of freedom in the .234 to 95% confidence interval.
Additionaly, the fact that the P value (.629) is greater than .05 indicates that the difference
between the effect size values is not statistically significant. According to this model, the
effect size of interactive applications, which is one of the student-centered teaching
applications, is higher than individual applications.
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9. Findings regarding the duration of the experiment

The experimental periods of the studies were examined in two groups, at 11-14 and
5-10 weeks intervals. There are n=10 studies between 11-14 weeks and n=14 studies
between 5-10 weeks.

Table 13. Findings Related to the Experimental Time Variable by Random Effects Model

5 -
Model /095| ric;?;gence inggeri ((J:; ) Heterogeneity Test
(%95ClI)

Random Effects Model Hedge g Lower Upper Q value p value
Limit Limit

11-14 1.277 778 1.776 .269 .604

5-10 1.447 1.043 1.852

Heterogeneity between 1

groups

In Table 13, it is seen that the effect sizes between the experimental periods are
close to each other and have a value above 1. The highest effect value is in studies between
1,447 and 5-10 weeks. The Q value is below the critical value of 3.841, which is
determined with 1 degree of freedom in the .269 to 95% confidence interval. Additionally,
the fact that the P value (.629) is greater than .05 indicates that the difference between the
effect size values is not statistically significant.

Discussion and Conclusion

As a result of this research, which was carried out to examine the effect of student-
centered teaching practices on the development of speaking skills, it was seen that student-
centered teaching practices had a strong effect on the development of students’ speaking
skills (Hedge’s g= 1.375). This value has a high effect level according to Cohen’s (1992)
classification. Of the 24 studies included in the meta-analysis, only 1 had a negative effect
size. The highest effect size among the studies was Aslan’s (2018) study with Hedge’s g=
3.796. The smallest effect size is Sarikaya’s (2020) study with Hedge’s g= -.145. The fact
that the P value of the studies included in the meta-analysis according to the random
effects model is .00 indicates that student-centered teaching practices have a statistically
significant effect on the development of students’ speaking skills (Cohen, 1992). Most of
the studies in the type of meta-analysis show that peer/student-centered teaching has a
wider and positive effect level than teacher-centered teaching, supporting the result of this
study (Rohrbeck, Fantuzzo, Ginsberg-Block, Miller, 2003; Johnson, Maruyoma, Johnson,
Nelson, 1981; Roseth, Johnson, Johnson, 2008). On the other hand, when the moderator is
examined as a variable, it is seen that peer-centered education also positively affects the
development of language skills such as writing, listening, and speaking (Keck et al., 2006;
Mackey, Goo, 2007).

In this study, it is a finding that student-centered teaching practices have a strong
effect on improving students’ speaking skills (Hedge’s g= 1.375). The positive and
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significant changes in the speaking skills of the students in the experimental group who
used interactive teaching strategies in the study by Tiirkben (2019) to determine the effect
on the speaking skills of students learning Turkish as a second language support this
finding. Similar to the results of this study, according to a meta-analysis study by Biger
(2017) in which the effect of student-centered teaching practices on academic success in
teaching Turkish was examined, it was concluded that student-centered cooperative
learning has a stronger effect than the traditional teaching approach.

According to the education level variable of the studies, it is seen that the highest
effect size is at the secondary school level with Hedge’s g= 1.451. The P value being
greater than .05 revealed that the effect sizes did not differ significantly according to the
education level variable. Considering the findings of the study conducted by Cole (2018),
in which the effect of peer education on verbal expression skills was examined, it was seen
that the highest effect size (Hedge’s g= .628) was at the primary school level, unlike this
study, according to the education level variable. Alsowat (2020), who examined the effect
of student-centered language teaching practices on language learning outcomes, found that
language learning practices had a moderate effect on language outcomes (d=.90), and
similarly, technology-based language teaching had a moderate impact on general and
produced vocabulary. It has been determined that it has an effect (d=.98) and the highest
effect size is at the university level (d=.85) at the education level. The fact that student-
centered teaching practices have a moderate effect on language outcomes does not
coincide with the findings of this study. On the other hand, the fact that the highest effect
size at the education level is at the university level is a differences in this study.

Looking at the publication type variable, the type of study with the highest effect
size (Hedge's g= 1.574) was the master's theses. On the other hand, p>.05 indicates that the
difference is not statistically significant.

According to the sample size variable of the study, the highest effect size (Hedge’s
g= 1.806) belongs to groups of 10-20 people. The P value (.04) being less than .05 reveals
that the difference is statistically significant.

According to the variable of the year in which the studies were conducted, it was
seen that the years 2016-2022 had the highest effect size (Hedge’s g= 1.512). Additionally,
the fact that the P value (.351) is greater than .05 shows that the difference between the
effect size values is not statistically significant. The increase in experimental studies
examining the development of speaking skills after 2016 explains the fact that the effect
size of the study between these years is higher than other years (Arung, 2016).
Additionally, the fact that student-centered teaching practices have been used more and
more under the guidance of teachers with the constructivist approach since 2016 explains
the increase in the effect size compared to other years.

The highest effect size (Hedge’s g= 1.537) in the speech type variable of the study
belongs to the studies conducted in the impromptu speech type. The fact that the P value
(.351) is greater than .05 indicates that the difference between the effect size values is not
statistically significant. Considering that the impromptu speaking type causes less
evaluation anxiety in students compared to prepared speech (Kemiksiz, 2016), it can be
expected that the effect size will be high.
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According to the teaching type variable used in the studies, the highest effect size
(Hedge’s g= 1.453) was observed to be interactive type student-centered practices. The
fact that the P value (.629) is greater than .05 indicates that the difference between the
effect size values is not statistically significant. In the literature, it is seen that this finding
of the research is supported by different experimental studies (Kiligarslan, 2014; Yildiz,
2014, Espino 1999). In a study by Kiligarslan (2014), it was concluded that drama, which
is one of the interactive teaching strategies, positively affects students’ verbal expression
skills. Drama is included in the group of interactive teaching strategies in this research.
The positive effect size of the 5 studies in which drama was used shows that the teaching
type findings of the studies are similar to each other. In another study examining the effect
of interactive teaching strategy on speaking skills (Y1ldiz, 2014), it was concluded that the
activities that students actively participate in interactively affect their speaking skills
positively. Similarly, in a meta-analysis study conducted by Cole (2018), it was concluded
that peer education greatly and positively affected the development of verbal expression
skills of English learners with Hedge’s g effect size of .578 (p <.001). Also, more than half
of the included studies had confidence intervals that crossed the zero threshold, meaning
that individually they were statistically indistinguishable from a zero effect size.
According to the publication bias result of the study, the effect size of the published
studies is smaller with Hedge’s g= .377 compared to the unpublished studies (Hedge’s g=
1.159). In the study, the effect size of three groups in the type of peer education,
cooperative education, and guidance education, which are used as moderator variables,
were examined. Peer education-type experimental studies with the highest effect size
Hedge’s g= .836. In the meta-analysis type study conducted by Batdi and Batdi (2015), it
was found that the effect of creative drama, which is one of the student-centered teaching
practices, on academic achievement is at a high level (Hedge’s g= 1.68).

In another study by Cole (2014), the effect of student-centered instruction on
students' literacy and language skills was examined. With Hedge’s g= .486 (p < .001), it
was concluded that the effect of student-centered education on literacy and language skills
was small. The teaching methods used in the studies were divided into three groups in the
types of peer education, cooperative teaching and guide teaching. In this study, the fact
that the highest effect size (Hedge’s g= 1.453) was student-centered teaching practices of
the interactive type, indicating that the effects of the two studies on language skills in
terms of student-centered teaching practices were similar.

Pattanpichet (2011), in his study examining the effect of student-centered
collaborative teaching practices on the development of students’ oral expression skills,
found that Hedge’s g= 2.36, 1.20, 2.76 values were found to have wide and positive effects
in three oral tests, respectively. The fact that the teaching type variable, which is one of the
findings of this study, has the highest effect size in terms of the development of speaking
skills in interactive student-centered teaching practices reveals that both studies have a
positive effect on speaking skills in terms of this variable.

The studies with the highest effect size (Hedge’s g= 1.447) according to the
experimental duration variable of the studies were those conducted between 5-10 weeks.
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The fact that the P value (.629) was greater than .05 revealed that the difference between
the effect size values was not statistically significant.

As a result, it has been determined that student-centered teaching practices have a
positive and high-level effect on the development of students’ speaking skills. However,
the heterogeneity of the study made the level of statistical significance of the moderator
variables important.

The fact that the research is the first meta-analysis study on this subject in Turkey,
examining student-centered teaching practices over different variables, and showing in
which situations the effect sizes of the variables on speaking skills differ, reveals the
importance of this study. As a requirement of the constructivist approach, making the
student active in education enables the student to interpret and analyze the information, to
think about the information with a questioning approach, and to construct new information
using their prior knowledge. In future studies, the relationships between effect sizes can be
examined based on the sub-dimensions of other basic language skills (reading, writing,
listening) of student-centered teaching practices. Among the student-centered teaching
practices, applications with large effect sizes can be determined and used in the
development of language skills.
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Bu arastirmanin amaci, 6grenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarinin
konusma becerisinin gelisimine etkisini belirlemektir. Bu dogrultuda
dahil edilme olgiitlerini karsilayan 24 deneysel nitelikte ¢alisma meta
analiz yoOntemiyle cesitli degiskenler agisindan incelenmistir. Meta
analize dahil edilen ¢alismalarin toplam 6rneklem biiytikligiinii deney
grubunda 600 6grenci, kontrol grubunda ise 592 &grenci olmak iizere
toplam 1192 6grenci olusturmaktadir. Calismalarin etki biiyiikliikleri,
yaym yanliliklari, heterojenlik diizeyleri ve moderatdor degisken
analizlerini belirlemek i¢in Comprehensive Meta Analysis v2.0 (CMA)
istatistik program1 kullanilmustir. Verilerin toplanmasinda YOK Ulusal
Tez Merkezi, Ulakbim Sosyal Bilimler Veri Tabani, Google Akademik
ve ResearchGate veri tabanlart kullamilmigtir. Yapilan analizler
sonucunda meta analize dahil edilen c¢alismalarin heterojen yapida
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Verilerin analizinde heterojenlik oranina bagl
olarak Rastgele Etkiler Modeli kullamilmis etki biiyiikliikleri ise
Hedge’s g ile hesaplanmistir. Analiz sonucuna gore 6grenci merkezli
O0gretim uygulamalarinin konusma becerisinin gelisimine etkisinin
giicli bir etki diizeyine sahip oldugu (Hedge’s g=1.375) goriilmiistiir.
Ote yandan galismanin moderatdr degiskenleri (6gretim diizeyi, yaym
yili, yayimn tiirii, 6rneklem biiyiikligii, deney siiresi, konusma tiirii,
Ogretim uygulamalari) de incelenmis, drneklem biiyiikligi digindaki
degiskenlerin istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeyde farklilagmadigi
belirlenmistir.

Bu ¢alisma bilimsel yaym etigine uygun olarak yapilmistir. Bu ¢alisma igin
Etik Kurul Karar gerekli degildir.
Caligma bir yazarhdir.

Bu ¢aligmada ¢ikar ¢atigmasi bulunmamaktadir.
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Giris

Diinyada bilgi toplumuna gegis siireciyle birlikte 6grenme alaninda da belirli
anlayis degisiklikleri ortaya c¢ikmustir. Bu degisikliklerden biri Bruner tarafindan
dizgelestirilen yapilandirmaci 6grenme anlayisidir. Yapilandirmaci 6grenme anlayisi,
bilgiyi dogrudan vermeyi degil, 6grenenlerin lstbilissel diisiinme, analiz etme, sorun
cozme, sentezleme gibi becerileri kazanmasimi amagclar. Ogrencilerin  bireysel
farkliliklarin1 temel alan bu yaklasim, her Ogrencinin O6grenme gereksinimine uygun
yontem, teknik ve stratejileri kullanmanin énemini vurgular. Yapilandirmaci 6grenmeyle
birlikte 0grenciye 6grenme sorumlulugu verilerek, bilgiye ulasma siirecinde 6gretmen
kilavuz olarak goriilmiis ve bilgiyi islemede 6grenciye etkin bir rol verilmistir (Tosunoglu
ve Melanlioglu, 2006; Alkan, Deryakulu ve Simsek, 1995).

Yapilandirmaci yaklagimi temel alan 6grenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalari, ilk
kez 2005 Tiirkce Ogretim Programiyla dgretimde kullanilmaya baslanmistir. 2005’ten
once Ogretim programlari, geleneksel yaklagimi temel alan 6gretmen merkezli 6gretim
uygulamalarimni icermekteydi. Bu uygulamalar geleneksel yaklasima dayaliydi ve bilgiyi
bulmada 6gretmen etkinlikleri n plana alirdi. Ogrenciler, dgretim siirecinin yalnizca
izleyenleri konumunda olup davranig¢1 6gretim modeline gore 6gretim gdrmekteydiler.
Ancak yapilandirmaci yaklasima gegisle birlikte 6grencinin kendi bilgisini bagimsiz olarak
bireysel bir bigimde yapilandirma olanag: yaratilmis, ayn1 zamanda kendi 6znel bilgisini is
birligine dayali bir bigimde gruplarla paylagma gibi aktiviteler tesvik edilmistir (Danforth
ve Smith, 2005). Tirkce dersinin bir beceri dersi olmasi ve O&grencinin biligsel
faaliyetlerini etkili bir sekilde kullanmay1 gerekli kilmasi 6grenci merkezli yontem ve
teknikleri siklikla kullanmayi gerektirmektedir. Tiirk¢e derslerindeki temel dil
becerilerinin gelisimi 6zellikle 6grenci merkezli uygulamalara baghidir.

Tiirkge Ogretim Programi’nda belirtilen 6zel amaglarda &grencilerin “ana dilini,
konusma ve yazma kurallarma uygun olarak bilingli, dogru ve dikkatli kullanmalarinin
saglanmasi, duygu ve diislincelerini, bir konudaki goriislerini veya tezini sozlii ve yazil
olarak etkili ve anlagilir bicimde ifade etmelerinin saglanmasi” (MEB, 2019) gibi
ifadelerin dogrudan konusma becerisinin gelisimine yonelik oldugu goriilmektedir.
Konusma etkinlikleri, 6grencinin bilgiyi elde etmesine, onu mantikli bir sekilde analiz
etmesine, diger 6grencilerle isbirligi yapmasina, kendini etkili bir bigcimde ifade etmesine,
kendisinin ve akranlarinin g¢aligmalarin1 degerlendirmesine olanak verecek bir sekilde
olusturulmalidir. Konusma etkinlikleri sirasinda, 6gretmen yardimcilik roliinii iistlenerek
ogrencileri yaparak yasayarak 6grenmeye, diislinme giiciinii gelistirmeye ve arkadaslariyla
is birligi yapmaya 6zendirmeli; 6grencilerin deneyimleri, diizeyleri ve giidiilerinin dikkate
alindig1, 6grenme etkinliklerine etkin katilimin saglandigi bir egitim 6gretim ortami
saglamalidir.

Konuyla ilgili alanyazina bakildiginda 6grenci merkezli bireysel ve etkilesimsel
tirde yapilan ¢alismalarin, konusma becerisini gelistirmeye yonelik olumlu etkisi oldugu
goriilmektedir. Tiirkben (2019) tarafindan yapilan bir arastirmada etkilesimsel §gretim
stratejisinin konusma becerisinin gelisimini etkiledigi ve konusmaya giris, beden dilinin
kullanimi, konugmanin sonlandirilmast ve dilin dis yap1 bilesenlerinin uygulanmasi gibi
yonlerden deney grubunun lehine sonuglandigi goriilmektedir. Ogrenci merkezli
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etkilesimsel uygulamalardan biri olan isbirlikli 68renme yonteminin kullanildig
caligmalarin (Kao, 2003; Liao, 2005; Liang, 2002; Namaziandost vd., 2019) konusma
becerisinin gelisimine olumlu ydnde etki ettigi goriilmektedir. Iletisimsel dil &gretim
tekniklerinin 6grencilerin konusma becerisinin gelisimine etkisinin incelendigi bir
arastirmada (Supriyani, 2018) rol yapma ve bilgi boslugunu doldurma tekniklerinin
ogrencilerin konusma becerilerinin gelisiminde 6nemli diizeyde bir etkisi oldugu sonucuna
varilmistir.

Konugsma becerisi, etkinlik ve uygulamaya dayali olarak gelisen bir beceri
oldugundan ogretmenin kilavuzlugunun yani sira Ogretim siirecinde bu becerinin
gelisimini desteklemek i¢in 6grenciyi merkeze alarak g¢esitli yontem, teknik ve stratejilerin
kullanilmas1 gerekir. Her birey, birbirinden farkli bilissel kapasiteye, duyussal 6zelliklere,
farkli zeka tiirlerine sahiptir. Dolayisiyla her 6grenci, 6gretim siirecinde farkli 6grenme
siirecinde &greneni etkin kilmasidir. Ogretmenin rolii, dgrenciye bilgiyi hazir olarak
sunmak yerine Ogrencilerin kendi kendine Ggrenece8i ortami yaratmaktir (Senemoglu,
1997). Ogrenci merkezli yapilan dgretim uygulamalarinda dgrencinin kendi diisiincelerinin
ogretmenin rehberliginde gelisebilecegi inanci yatmaktadir (Warwick ve Stephenson,
2002). Bu noktada 6grenen Ozerkligi desteklenmeli ve Ogreneni giidiileyici etkinlikler
tasarlanmalidir. Ogretimde basarmin degerlendirilmesi sadece {iriin odakli degil;
Ogrencinin performansi, gelisimi, silire¢ i¢indeki davranig ve eylemleri, cevresi ve
akranlariyla olan iletisimine bakilarak ¢oklu bir degerlendirme yaklasimi (J.G. Brooks ve
M. G. Brooks, 1993) benimsenmelidir.

Ogrenciyi merkeze alan 6gretim uygulamalarinda tercih edilen yontem, teknik ve
stratejiler 6grencilerin dgrenme ihtiyaglarina gére diizenlenir. Ogrenci, bireysel olarak
bilgiye ulasmada ¢aba sarf edecegi gibi akranlariyla etkilesimli bir sekilde isbirligi yaparak
da 6gretim uygulamalarimi yiiriitebilir. Yapilandirmaci anlayisa dayanan bu uygulamalar,
ogrencilerin yakin cevrelerindeki diinyayr anlamak icin cesitli eylemlerde bulundugu
boylece kendi kavramsallastirmalarini ve algilayislarini insa ederek 6gretim siirecinde yer
aldig1 etkinliklere dayanir. Bu nedenle 6gretimin 6grencilere kesif, yaraticilik ve aktif
iletisime olanak saglayan firsatlar1 saglamasi gerekir (Harakchiyska, 2018). Ogrenci
merkezli etkinlikler, Ogrencilerin biligsel gelisimini saglayarak Ogretimin duyussal
boyutlarina, 6grenmenin gelisimsel ve sosyal yonlerine, 6grenme uygulamalarindaki
bireysel farkliliklara dikkat ederek olusturulur (Daniels ve Perry, 2003).

Konugma becerisinin bir etkilesime dayali oldugu (Dohen, Schwartz ve Bailly,
2010) diistiniildiigiinde bu etkilesimi gergeklestirmek i¢in 6grenme ortamlarinin 6grenciyi
ogretim siirecinde aktif kilan, diisiinmeye, merak etmeye, kendi bilgisini insa etmeye ve
olusturdugu bilgiyi kullanmaya, sorun ¢ézmeye, isbirligi yapmaya ve sorumluluk sahibi
olmaya yonelten dgrenci merkezli etkinlikleri icermesi gerekmektedir. Ogrenme ortamlari,
bireylerin birbirleriyle daha fazla etkilesimde bulunmalarina ve onlara zengin 6grenme
yasantilar1 kazandirmaya olanak taniyacak bi¢cimde diizenlenmelidir (A. Erdem ve M.
Erdem, 2015). Ogrenci merkezli uygulamalarda etkilesimler, dgrencilerin birbirleriyle
sozel iletisimde bulunmalarini, yanlislarinin farkina varmalarini, geribildirim almalarini,
kendi dil becerilerinin kullanimiyla ilgili bilgi almalarin1 saglar (Hirst ve Slavik, 1990). Bu
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yoOniiyle konusma becerisinin gelisiminde etkilesime dayali 68renci merkezli yontem,
teknik ve stratejilerden yararlanmak 6nemlidir.

Alanyazina bakildiginda konugma becerisinin gelisimini 6grenci merkezli 6gretim
uygulamalar1 kullanilarak c¢esitli acilardan sinayan deneysel c¢alismalarin oldugu
goriilmektedir (Sarikaya, 2020; Orhan, Kirbas ve Topal, 2012; Sevim ve Turan, 2017,
Kardas ve Sahin, 2016; Yegen, 2014; Aydogan, 2019; Ozcan, 2013; Yasar, 2017; Pat,
2017; Kardas, 2018; i1, 2018; Sallabas, 2011; Bulut, 2015; Uzunyol, 2019; Demirci, 2019;
Yildiz, 2014; Uysal, 2014). Ancak Tirkiye’de yapilan 6grenci merkezli Ogretim
uygulamalarinin ana dili olarak Tirkg¢e dgretiminde konusma becerisine etkisini gosteren
bir meta analiz ¢aligmasinin bulunmamasi bu ¢aligmanin gerekliligini ortaya koymaktadir.
Bu dogrultuda arastirmanin amaci O6grenci merkezli strateji, yontem ve tekniklerin
ogrencilerin  konusma becerisinin gelisimi {izerindeki genel etkisini belirlemektir.
Arastirma kapsaminda; meta analize dahil edilen c¢alismalarin etki degerlerinin
katilimcilarin 6gretim diizeyi, yayin tiirii, 6rneklem biyiikligii, c¢aligmalarin yapildig:
yillar, kullanilan konusma tiiri, kullanilan strateji, yontem ve tekniklerin moderator
degiskenlere gore farklilik gdsterip gostermedigi belirlenmeye calisilmistir. Arastirmanin
diger 6nemli niteligi, 68renci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarinin 6grencilerin konusma
becerisinin gelisimine etkisini inceleyen deneysel arastirmalarin bir sentezi olma 6zelligi
tagimasidir.

Yontem

Bu arastirma bir meta analiz arastirmasidir. Meta analiz, birincil ¢alismalarin
sonucuna veya Ozetine ulasmak i¢in ¢ok sayida birincil ¢alismanin sonuglarini nicel
sekilde toplamak amaciyla kullanilan istatistiksel islemlerdir (Arthur, Bennett ve Huffcutt,
2001). Meta analiz ¢alismalari, arastirmacilara bireysel caligmalar arasinda genelleme
yapma olanag: yaratir. Ote yandan ¢alismalar arasindaki farkliliklarm ¢alismanin hangi
ozelliklerinden kaynaklandigini tespit etmede kolaylik saglar (Sen ve Yildirim, 2020).
Meta analiz tiirlindeki c¢aligmalarda arastirma bulgularinin yeniden analiz edilerek
biitiinlestirilmesi ve yorumlanmasi s6z konusudur. (Biiyiikoztirk vd., 2018). Arastirmada
meta analiz yonteminin dogasina uygun olarak anadili olarak Tirk¢e Ogretiminde
kullanilan 6grenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarini konu edinen makale ve tezlerin
arastirma sonuglarina ulasilmis, arastirmanin moderator degiskenlerinin etki biiyiikliikleri
belirlenmis ve bu sonuglarin konusma becerisinin gelisimi tizerindeki etkisi incelenmistir.
Bu arastirmada sirasiyla Ellis’in (2010) meta analiz adimlari izlenmistir:

1. Arastirma Amacinin ve Moderator Degiskenlerin Belirlenmesi

Meta analiz ¢alismalarinda izlenen ilk adim amacin ve problemin belirlenmesi ve
buna bagh olarak moderator degiskenlerin belirtilmesidir (Card, 2011). Bu arastirmanin
amaci O0grenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarinin konusma becerisinin gelisimine etkisini
incelemektir. Bu ama¢ dogrultusunda tiim 6gretim diizeylerinde 6grenci merkezli strateji,
yontem ve tekniklerin kullanildig1 deneysel ¢aligsmalar inceleme nesnesi olarak arastirmaya
dahil edilmistir. Ogrenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarinin bagimsiz degisken olarak
kullanildig1 ¢aligmalarda 6gretim diizeyi, yayn tiirli, 6rneklem biiyiikliigii, calismanin yili,
kullanilan konusma tiirli, kullanilan 6gretim uygulamalar1 ve deney siiresi moderator
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degisken olarak belirlenmistir. Moderator degiskenler dogrultusunda arastirmada asagidaki
sorulara cevap aranmaktadir:
1. Ogrenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalari &grencilerin konusma becerisinin
gelisimini ne diizeyde etkilemektedir?
2. Calismalarin yapildig1 6gretim diizeyine gore belirlenen etki biiytikliikleri
anlaml1 diizeyde farklilasmakta midir?
3. Calismalarin yapildig1 yayin tiirtine gore belirlenen etki biiyiikliikleri anlamli
diizeyde farklilagsmakta midir?
4. Calismalarin 6rneklem biiytlikliigline gore belirlenen etki biiyiikliikleri anlamli
diizeyde farklilagmakta midir?
5. Calismalarin yapildig1 yila gore belirlenen etki biiyiikliikleri anlamli diizeyde
farklilagmakta midir?
6. Calismalarda kullanilan konusma tiiriine gore belirlenen etki biiytikliikleri
anlaml1 diizeyde farklilasmakta midir?
7. Calismalarda kullanilan 6gretim uygulamalarina gore belirlenen etki
biiytikliikleri anlamli diizeyde farklilasmakta midir?
8. Calismalarin deney siiresine gore belirlenen etki biiyiikliikleri anlamli diizeyde
farklilagsmakta midir?
2. Verilerin Toplanmasi
Alanyazin taramasinda kullanilan veri tabanlar1 sunlardir: YOK Ulusal Tez
Merkezi, Ulakbim Sosyal Bilimler Veri Tabani, Google Akademik ve ResearchGate veri
tabanlaridir.  Alanyazin  taramasi  “Ogrenci  merkezli  Ogretim  uygulamalar1”,
“yapilandirmaci yaklasim”, “konusma becerisi”, “sozlii anlatim”, “yontem”, “teknik”,
“strateji”, “Ogrenci merkezli Ogretim”, “Tiirkce Ogretimi” sozciikleri kullanilarak
yapilmistir. Arastirmanin bagimsiz degiskenine uygun toplamda 24 arastirma meta analize
dahil edilmistir.
3. Dabhil Edilme Olciitlerinin Belirlenmesi
Bu arastirmada meta analize dahil edilen calismalarda su Olgiitler dikkate
alinmustir:
1. Calismalarin anadili olarak Tiirk¢e 6gretimi alaninda yapilmis olmasi,
2. Calismalarin bir deney ve bir kontrol gruplu deneysel desen ile yapilmis
olmasi,
3. Calismalarin 2005-2022 yillar1 arasinda yapilmis olmasi,

&

Calismalarin 6grenci merkezli strateji, yontem ve teknik {izerine kurulu olmasi,
5. Caligmalarin etki biiyiikliiklerini belirlemek i¢in gerekli olan standart sapma,
orneklem biiytikliigli ve aritmetik ortalama verilerini igermesi,
6. Calismalarin lisansiistii tezlerden ve bagimsiz makalelerden (tezden
iiretilmemis) olmasi,
7. Calismalarin Tiirkiye’de yapilmis olmasi.
4. Kodlama Siireci ve Kodlama Giivenirligi
Bu arastirmada meta analize dahil edilen calismalar i¢in bir kodlama islemi
gelistirilmistir. Meta analiz ¢alismalarinda kodlama islemi, ¢aligmanin betimsel verilerinin
yer aldig1 bolimden ve ¢aligmanin deneysel bulgularin1 gosteren bilgilerden olugsmaktadir
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(Lipsey ve Wilson, 2000). Bu dogrultuda arastirmaci tarafindan gelistirilen bir kodlama
formu olusturulmustur. Bu kodlama formunda calismanin adi, yil1, yayin tiirii, deney ve
kontrol gurubunun oOrneklem biiyiikliigii, standart sapma ve aritmetik ortalamalari,
caligmalarda kullanilan 6gretim uygulamalarinin bilgisi yer almaktadir.

Kodlayici giivenirliginin saglanmasi i¢in uygulamay1 yapan arastirmacinin diginda
bir veya daha fazla kisinin verileri kodlamas1 gerekmektedir. Meta analiz ¢aligmalarinda
genellikle uyum katsayisi, siirekli verilerde korelasyon katsayisi, iki kodlayici arasindaki
uyum i¢in Cohen Kappa katsayisi, li¢ veya daha fazla kodlayicilar arasi uyum i¢in ise
Fleiss Kappa katsayis1 kullanilir (Sen ve Yildirim, 2020). Bu arastirmada iki kodlayici
arasindaki uyum Cohen Kappa (Cohen’s «) katsayist kullanilarak hesaplanmistir.
Boylelikle calismalar icinden rastgele secilen 10 ¢alisma, ikinci bir kodlayici tarafindan
kodlanmigtir. Uyum katsayis1 k = .90 olarak hesaplanmistir. Cohen Kappa katsayisinin
uyum agisindan iyi olarak nitelendirilmesi i¢in .60’tan biiyiik olmas1 gerekmektedir (Sen
ve Yildirim, 2020). Buradan hareketle kodlayici giivenirliginin iyi oldugu sdylenebilir.

Tablo 1. Ogrenci Merkezli Ogretim Uygulamalarinin Konusma Becerisinin Gelisimine Etkisini
Inceleyen Arastirmalara Yonelik Betimsel Veriler

Frekans Yiizde
2005-2010 2 %8.33
Calismalarin Yapildig Yil 2011-2015 8 %33.33
2016-2022 14 %58.33
Yiiksek Lisans Tezi 14 %58.33
Calismalarin Yayn Tiirii Doktora Tezi 6 %25.00
Makale 4 %16.66
Orneklem Grubunun Ogretim lkokul 3 %12.50
Lo Ortaokul 18 %75.00
Diizeyi . .
Universite 3 %12.50
Hazirliklt 10 %41.66
Konusma Tiirii Hazirliksiz 14 %58.33
Bireysel Uygulamalar
Elestirel Konugsma 1 %4.16
Alt1 Sapka Diisiinme Teknigi 1 %4.16
Gorseller 1 %4.16
Kavram Haritasi 2 %8.33
Tekerlemeler 1 %4.16
Diksiyon Etkinlikleri 1 %4.16
Hikaye Kullanimi 1 %4.16
5E Ogrenme Modeli 1 %4.16
Dinleme Destekli Ogretim 1 %4.16
Ogrenci Merkezli Ogretim Dogrudan Ogretim 1 %4.16
Uygulamalar: Aktif Ogrenme Y 6ntemi 2 %8.33
Etkilesimsel Uygulamalar
Drama 2 %8.33
Yaratict Drama 3 %12.50
Akademik Celiski 1 %4.16
Kubasik Ogrenme 1 %4.16
Etkilesimli Ogretim Stratejisi 1 %4.16
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Mikro Ogretim 3 %12.50
10<n<20 7 % 29.16
Orneklem Biiyiikliigii 21<n<30 10 % 41.66
31<n 7 % 29.16
Toplam 24 % 100.0

Meta analize dahil edilen ¢aligmalara iliskin betimsel verileri gosteren Tablo 1’e
bakildiginda deneysel ¢alismalarin en ¢ok 2016-2022 (%58.33) yillar1 arasinda yapildigi
goriilmektedir. Yayin tiirli agisindan degerlendirildiginde en ¢ok yiiksek lisans tezi
(%58.33) tiiriinde ¢alisgmanin meta analize dahil edildigi ve bu ¢aligmalarin en yiiksek
oranla ortaokul diizeyinde (%75.0) gergeklestirildigi dikkat c¢ekmektedir. Deneysel
caligmalarda hazirliksiz konusma tiiriiniin (%58.33) hazirlikli konusma tiiriine (%41.66)
gore daha ¢ok tercih edildigi goriilmiis, 6rneklem biiyiikliigii ise %41.66 oraniyla en ¢ok
21-30 arasinda goriilmiistiir.

Ogrenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalar1 iginde bireysel tiirde gruplandirilan
elestirel konusma, altt sapka diisiinme teknigi, gorseller, tekerlemeler, diksiyon
etkinlikleri, hikaye kullanimi, dinleme destekli 6gretim, dogrudan 6gretim uygulamalarinin
(f=1) %4.16 oraninda en az tercih edilen uygulamalar oldugu belirlenmistir. Kavram
haritas1 ve aktif 6grenme yontemi uygulamalart (f=1) ise %8.33 ile en ¢ok tercih edilen
uygulamalar olmustur.

Ogrenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarindan etkilesimsel tiirde gruplandirilan
yaratict drama ve mikro 6gretim (f=3) %12.52 oraniyla en ¢ok kullanilan uygulamalar
olmustur. Drama (f=2) ikinci en ¢ok kullanilan etkilesimsel tiirde uygulama olurken
kubasik 6grenme, etkilesimli 6gretim stratejisi ve akademik geligki teknigi %4.16 ile en az
kullanilan (f=1) 6grenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalari olmustur.

Verilerin Analizi
Etki Bityiikliigiiniin Hesaplanmasi

Meta analiz galigmalari, bir konuya iliskin bagimsiz ¢alismalardan alinan etki
biiytikliigii degerlerinin birlestirilmesini ve bu degerlerin ortalamasini elde etmeyi amaglar
(Sen, 2019). Meta analiz ¢alismalarinin temel birimi etki biiyiikliikleri hesaplamalaridir.
Bu hesaplamalarda sabit etki ve rastgele etki modeli kullanilir. Etki biiyiikligiini 6lgen
parametrenin tiim ¢aligmalarda ayni oldugunu (homojen) varsayan model “sabit etkiler
modeli” olarak adlandirilirken, parametre bir ¢alismadan digerine farkli degerler alan ve
(heterojen) rastgele bir degisken seklinde hareket etmesine izin veren model ise “rastgele
etkiler modeli” olarak tanimlanir (Sen ve Yildirim, 2020). Etki biiyiikligi farklilasmalari;
orneklem sayisinin ve kullanilan yontemin farklilasmasi, konularin ¢esitlilik gostermesi
gibi durumlarda ortaya ¢ikmaktadir (Cooper, 2017). Etki biiytikliigii, caligmalarin aritmetik
ortalama, standart sapma, t, f ya da r degerlerinin belirli formiillerle standart bir 6lgiim
degerine doniistiiriilmelerinden elde edilir (Rosenthal, 1991). Arastirmada elde edilen etki
biiyiikliiklerine heterojenlik testi yapildiktan sonra hangi modelin segilmesi gerektigine
karar verilmelidir. Teste gore calismalar heterojen bir dagilim gosteriyorsa rastgele etkiler
modeli, gdstermiyorsa sabit etkiler modeli kullanilmalidir (Ellis, 2010). Bu arastirmada
heterojenlik testi 1> degerine gére hesaplanmustir. 12 degeri %25, %50 ve %75 olmasi
sirastyla distik, orta ve yiiksek degerlerde oldugunu gosterir (Sen ve Yildirim, 2020).
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Arastirmada ¢alismalarin etki biiytikliikleri Comprehensive Meta Analysis (CMA)
programiyla hesaplanmistir. Hesaplamalar yapilmadan 6nce deney ve kontrol gurubunun
orneklem biiyiikliigii, standart sapma, aritmetik ortalama, t ve p puanlar gibi degerler
programa kodlanmistir. Etki biiyiikliikleri Hedges’s g katsayis1 kullanilarak hesaplanmistir.
Etki biiyiikliiklerine yonelik hesaplamalarda giliven diizeyi %95 olarak kabul edilmistir.
Asagidaki ol¢iitler dogrultusunda etki biiytikliigii yorumlanmistir (Cohen, 1992):

e .00 < Etki biiyiikliigi degeri < .20 (Zay1f Etki)

e .21 <Etki biyiikliigi degeri < .50 (Kiigiik Etki)

e .51 <Etki biiyiikliigii degeri < 1.00 (Orta Etki)

e 1.00 > Etki biiytikliigii degeri (Gtiglii Etki)
Arastirmanin Gegerligi ve Yaymn Yanlhihg Hesaplamalar

Meta analiz ¢alismalarinda gegerliligi tehdit eden en 6nemli faktorlerden biri yayin
yanliligidir. “Yayin yanlilig1” terimi, anlamli olmayan ve hatali sonuglara kiyasla anlaml
sonuclarin sunulmasi ve yayinlanmasinin daha olasi olmasimi ifade etmek amaciyla
kullanilir  (Petiti, 2000). Yaym yanliligimi ortadan kaldirmak amaciyla bagimsiz
arastirmalarin verilerinde hatalar tespit edilmis, ¢alismanin giivenirligini zedelememesi
amactyla 5 bagimsiz ¢aligma analiz sirasinda uzman gorlisii alinarak elenmistir. Card
(2011), yaymn yanliligini incelemede kullanacak alti yontemden bahseder. Bunlar:
moderatdr degiskenlerin analizi, huni grafigi, Rosenthal’mm N testi, Orwin’in N testi,
regresyon analizi, Duval and Tweedie kirp ve doldur yontemleridir.

Bu aragtirmada yayin yanliligmi belirlemek i¢in huni grafigi (funnel plot)
tekniginden, yaym yanliliginin etkisini gostermek amaciyla Rosenthal’in N testi, Orwin’in
N testi, Begg ve Mazumdar Sira Korelasyonlar1 Testinden yararlanilmistir. Sekil 1°de
aragtirmanin huni grafigi olan Funnel Plot verileri verilmistir.

Sekil 1. Aragtirmanin Yanliligini Gosteren Huni Grafigi (Funnel Plot)
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Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Hedges's g
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Grafige bakildiginda random modele gore etki biiyiikliiklerinin fazla asimetrik
dagilim gostermedigi icin Duval ve Tweedie’nin kirpma-doldurma islemine gerek
duyulmadigr goriilmektedir. Dolayisiyla huni grafiginde yayin yanliliginin 6nemli
derecede olmadig1 goriilmektedir (Duval ve Tweedie, 2000).

Rosenthal’in Giivenli N Testi ile ¢aligmanin yayin yanliligi degerlendirilmistir. Bu
yontemle eksik c¢aligmalarin, deneysel etkinin genel tahmini {izerindeki etKisini
degerlendirmek amaclanir (Rosenthal, 1979). Rosenthal’in Giivenli N Testi istatistiksel
olarak anlamli bulunan popiilasyon etki biiylkliigii degerini istatistiksel olarak anlamli
olmayan duruma getirebilmek i¢in gereken ¢alisma sayisini verir (Sen ve Yildirim, 2020).
Tablo 2’de Rosenthal’in Giivenli N testine dair bilgiler yer almaktadir.

Tablo 2. Rosenthal’in Giivenli N Testi Sonuglari

91

Incelenen Calismalarin Z-degeri 19.87
Incelenen Caligmalarin P-degeri .00
Alfa .50
Yon 2.00
Alfa i¢in Z- degeri 1.96
Incelenen ¢aligma sayisi 24
Giivenli N sayis1 (Fail-safe number) 2443

Tablo 2’ye gore Rosenthal’in yontemiyle elde edilen giivenli N degeri 2443 olarak
belirlenmistir. Buna gore 6grenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarinin konusma becerisinin
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gelisimine etkisi istatistiksel olarak anlamsiz diizeye getirmek i¢in gerekli olan c¢alisma
sayist 2443’tiir. Bu saymin kiicik olmasi yayin yanlihiginin ¢ok yiiksek oldugunu
gostermektedir. Rosenthal’a gore (1979) n>5k+10 olmasi durumu galismanin yayin
yanliliginin ¢ok diisiik oldugu anlamina gelir. Meta analize dahil edilen 24 ¢alismanin
giivenli N degeri 5x24+10 yani 130°dan biiyiikk oldugundan yayin yanlhiliginin disiik
oldugu sonucuna varilmaktadir.

Tablo 3’te Orwin’in giivenli N testinden alinan degerler verilmistir. Orwin’in
giivenli N yontemi meta analizde bulunan popiilasyon etki biiyiikligii degerini belirtilen
bir degere diisiirebilmek icin gerekli olan ortalama yayinlanmamis g¢alisma sayisini
vermektedir (Sen ve Yildirim, 2020). Orwin yontemi, ortalama etki biliyiikliigli sifir olan
caligma sayisin1 hesaplamak ic¢in standartlastirilmis etki biiyiikliikleri farki ortalamasim
kullanmaktadir (Hunter ve Schmidt, 2004).

Tablo 3. Orwin’in Giivenli N Testi Sonuglari

Incelenen ¢alismalarda Hedge’s ¢ 1.17
“Onemsiz” bir Hedge g igin 6lgiit .10
Kayip caligmalar i¢in ortalama Hedge g .00
Hedge g degerini .1’in altina cekmek icin gereken kayip calisma sayis1 (FSN) 260

Tablo 3’e gore random etkiler modeline gore verilen Hedge g= 1.17 etki biiytikliik
degerinin, 6nemsiz olarak belirlenen g=.10 degerine inmesi i¢in gerekli ¢caligma sayis1 260
olarak belirlenmistir. Arastirmanin yayin yanliligini belirlemede etkili olan diger bir
yontem Begg-Mazumdar Sira Korelasyonu testidir. Begg-Mazumdar Sira Korelasyonu
testi, etki biiyiikliigliniin standartlastirilmis degerleri ile varyanslart arasindaki Kendall’s
tau degeri hesaplanarak bulunmaktadir. Elde edilen deger, etki biiyiikliigi ile drneklem
biiyiikliigii arasindaki iligskiyi yansitmaktadir. Bu noktada istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir
fark bulunuyorsa (p<.05 ise) yayin yanliligi oldugu sdylenebilir. Istatistiksel olarak anlamli
olmayan bir korelasyon degerinin bulunmasi ise yaymn yanlilifi olmadigini ortaya
koymaktadir (Sen ve Yildirim, 2020). Tablo 4’te Begg- Mazumdar Sira Korelasyon Testi
verileri sunulmustur.

Tablo 4. Begg- Mazumdar Sira Korelasyon Testi Sonuglart

Kendall’in S istatistigi (P-Q) 146
Kendall’1n tau katsayisi 525
Tau i¢in Z degeri 3.59
degeri (1-tailed) .016

Tablo 4’e bakildiginda Kendall tau degeri .525’dir. Bu degere ait z istatistigi 3.59
bulunmustur. Bu degere ait tek kuyruklu (1-tailed) P degeri .016’dir. Dolayisiyla
anlamlilik degeri istatistiksel olarak sifirdan farkli degildir. Bu durum yayin yanliligi
olasiligini diisiirmektedir (Begg ve Mazumdar, 1994).
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Bulgular

1. Heterojenlik Testi ve Model Belirleme

Meta analiz calismalarinda heterojenlik testi analizin hangi modelde yapilacagina
karar vermek icin Onemlidir. Arastirmact modele karar vermeden Once ¢alismanin
ozelliklerini belirlemelidir (Borenstein vd., 2009). Meta analiz ¢alismalarinda kullanilan
iki ana model vardir: Bunlar sabit etkiler modeli ve rastgele etkiler modelleridir.
Calismanin modeline karar verirken heterojenlik testi kullanilmaktadir. Heterojenlik testi,
caligmalarin etki biiyiikliiklerinin ¢ok yiiksek veya diislik olmast gibi durumlardaki belirli
miidahaleleri veya popiilasyonlar1 goérmeye yardimcidir (Sen ve Yildirim, 2020).
Calismalar arasinda heterojenlik olup olmadigini kontrol etmek ve gereken modeli segmek
icin orman grafigi, Q-istatistigi, I istatistigi gibi degerlere bakmak gerekir. Bu arastirmada
heterojenligi analiz etmek i¢in Q-istatistigi ve I degerine bakilmistir. Buna yonelik olarak
Tablo 5’te Sabit Etkiler Modeline gore heterojenlik analizi verilmistir. Heterojenligi test
etmenin ve heterojenligin istatistiksel olarak anlamli olup olmadigini belirlemenin en
yaygin yolu, X? testine dayali Q (df) istatistigidir.

Tablo 5. Sabit Etkiler Modeline Gore Caligmalarm Etki Biiyiikliiklerine Iliskin Bulgular

Etki Biviklisd ici
Ortalama UYHCUER 16t

Etki Serbestlik Homojenlik P-degeri Standart %95 Giiven Aralig
“ o Derecesi Degeri “CeECl Hata (SE) 12 (ES, %95CI)
Biiyiikliigi (df) Q) =
(9) Alt Sinir  Ust Sinir
(Min.) (Max)
1.180 23 134.720 .00 .064 82.928 1.055 1.304

I> = Gozlenen etkideki toplam degisimin gercek heterojenlik oran.

Tablo 5’te homojenlik degerini gosteren Q degeri 134.720 olarak bulunmustur. P
degerinin ise .00 diizeyinde anlamli olmasi ve I degerinin %82.928 gibi yiiksek bir
degerde olmasi istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir diizeyde heterojenlik oldugunu
gostermektedir. Ciinkii 1> degeri, meta analiz ¢alismalarinda caligmalar arasi varyansin
tesadiif olarak degil, heterojenlikten kaynaklandigini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu deger O ile
100 arasinda degisir ve deger 100’e yaklastik¢a heterojenlik artmaktadir (Sen ve Yildirim,
2020). Ote yandan Q degerine (134.720) bagli olarak X tablosu incelendiginde %95
anlamlilik diizeyinde 23 serbestlik derecesinin (df) kritik degerinin 35.173 oldugu
belirlenmistir. Etki biiyiikliikleri heterojen oldugunda, istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir X?
degeri, c¢aligmalarin farkli dagilimlara sahip oldugunu ve dolayisiyla genis bir etkiyi
paylasmadigini gosterir (Hedges ve OIkin, 1985). Biitiin bu bulgular neticesinde
caligmalarin ortalama etki biiyiikliiklerinin hesaplanmasinda “Rastgele Etkiler Modeli”
tercih edilmistir (Yildiz, 2002). Bu modele gore gercek etki biiyiikliigii calismadan
caligmaya degismektedir. Bunun iki temel sebebi vardir. Birinci sebep, etki biiytikliigiiniin
gercek heterojenligi, ikinci sebep ise calismalardaki hatalarla ilgilidir. (Borenstein vd.,
2009).

Arastirmanin Rastgele Etkiler Modele gore etki biytkligi 1.375 olarak
belirlenmistir. Etki biiytlikliigiiniin %95 giiven araliginda en alt sinir1 1.068, en {ist sinir1 ise
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1.683’tiir. Bu bulgulara gore o6grenci merkezli ogretim uygulamalarinin 6grencilerin
konusma becerilerinin gelisiminde giiglii diizeyde bir etkiye sahip oldugu goriilmektedir
(Cohen, 1992).
Sekil 2’de bireysel calismalara ait etki biiyiikliiklerinin dagilimi1 orman grafigi {izerinde
gosterilmistir.

Sekil 2. Calismanin Orman Grafigi (Forest Plot)

Meta Analysis

Study name Statistics for each study Hedges's g and 95% CI
Hedges's  Standand Lower  Upper
9 error Variance  limit imit  Z-Value

Sarykays, B. (2020) 0,145 0246 0081 DE28 0337 059 +
Orhan, 5., Kirbas, A., Topal Y. (2012) 1,050 0.212 0,074 0517 1,584 3858 -
Sevim O. ve Turan L (2017) 0613 0,307 0,084 0012 1215 2,000 .-
Kardab, M. N ve Dahin, E. (2018] 2,500 0210 1801 3388 5,453 —l—
Yeden, U. (2014 1,557 080 1003 2 5,507 -
AydoBan, Y. (2018] 1,530 0,125 0838 2224 4322 -
Ozcan, b 0,807 00%0 0019 1,195 2,024 Hl-
Yapar, Z. 958 078 0,458 53 3624 -
Pat, Q. (2 2,182 138 1480 2,905 5923 -
Kardap, N (2018). NIE! 184 0911 2635 4,029 -
. Y. (2018) NE-} 088 0281 1212 3028 0,002 L
Dedeodiu Orhun B, (2005) 21 0068 0658 1723 4034 0,000 L
Sallabap, M. E (2011) 41 152 2822 5,035 0,000 -
Bulut, K. (2015) 16 08 2307 3T 0,000 ==
Uzunyel, C. (. 189 3188 4213 0,000 ——
Demirci, E. (2 2170 3887 6,914 0,000 ——
Aslan, M. A (2018) 0213 2851 4701 8220 0,000 ——
Uysal, B. (2014) 1,641 0,374 0140 0508 2375 4387 0,000 -
Yyidye, D. (2014) 1,394 0,247 0081 0809 1879 5,635 0,000 -
Sary, T. (2019 1,005 0,280 0078 0458 1554 3,588 0,000 -
Tizemen, T. (2016) 1,447 0.324 0,105 0812 2,082 4,483 0,000 -
Cergi, A. (2013) 0.820 0,254 0085 032 1318 3.229 0,001 =
Kemiksiz, 0. (2016 0,178 0,303 0,082 D418 01T1 0,581 0,561 -
Karabay, A. (2005) 0.888 0,258 0,067 0280 1,29 3428 0,001 -

5 0,157 0,025 1088 1,683 8,762 0,000 +

200 4,00 0,00 4,00 8,00
Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Sekil 2’ye gore en yliksek giiven araligi cizgisine sahip olan arastirma Aslan
(2018)’1n calismast iken en diisiik giiven araligina sahip ¢alisma ise Sarikaya (2020)’ya
aittir. Arastirmalarin agirliklarina bakildiginda da Aslan (2018)’1n ¢alismas1 en kiiclik
agirhiga, Sarikaya (2020)’nin ise en biiyiik agirliga sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Tiim
caligmalar goz oniline alindiginda ¢alismalar arasinda en kiigiik etki biiytikliigii -.145, en
biiyiik etki bliyiikligii ise 3.796 oldugu goriilmektedir.

2. Ogrenci Merkezli Ogretim Uygulamalarimin Ogrencilerin  Konusma

Becerisinin Gelisimine Etkisine Yonelik Bulgular

Ogrenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarmin &grencilerin  konusma becerisinin
gelisimine etkisi rastgele etkiler modeline gore Tablo 6’da gosterilmistir.
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Tablo 6. Rastgele Etkiler Modele Goére Bagimsiz Calismalarin Etki Biiyiikliiklerine Iligkin
Bulgular

Etki Buytikligi i¢in
Ortalama Standart %95 Giiven Aralig1

Etki N Hata Varyans z p (ES. %95 CI)
Biiyiikligi (9) (SE) ) Alt Siir -~ Ust Sinur

(Min) (Max)
1.375 24 157 .025 8.762 .00* 1.068 1.683
*p<.05

Tablo 6’ya gore Ogrenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarinin konusma becerisinin
gelisimine yonelik genel etki degeri (Hedge’s g) 1.375°dir. Standart hata degeri .157 iken
P degeri .00 ile istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeydedir. Etki Biiyiikligii i¢in %95 Giiven
Araliginin en alt sinir1 1.068, en {ist siir1 1.683 olarak belirlenmistir. Buna yonelik olarak
ogrenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarinin 6grencilerin konusma becerisini gelistirmede
yiiksek diizeyde etkili oldugu sonucuna varilmaktadir. Etki biiyiikligli degerlerinin pozitif
cikmasi bu boyutlardaki performanslarin etki biiyiikliigli derecesince deney grubu lehine
oldugunu gostermektedir (Wolf, 1986).

3. Calsmalarin Yapildigi Ogretim Diizeyi Degiskenine Iliskin Bulgular

Ogretim diizeyi moderatdrii 3 grupta incelenmistir. Tablo 7°de dgretim diizeyi
moderatdr degiskenine iliskin bulgular verilmektedir.

Tablo 7. Rastgele Etkiler Modele Gore Ogretim Diizeyi Degiskenine Iliskin Bulgular

%095 Giiven Arahg Serbestlik

Model (%95C1) Derecesi (df) Heterojenlik Testi
Rastgele Etkiler Modeli Hedgeg AltSmir  Ust Smr Q degeri p degeri
Ilkokul 1.419 787 2.052

Ortaokul 1.451 1.090 1.813

Universite .900 -.223 2.024 2 .840 .657

Tablo 7’de en yiiksek etki biyiikliigliniin 1.451 ile ortaokul diizeyinde oldugu
goriilmektedir. Tlkokul ise 1.419 etki biiyiikliigiine sahipken iiniversite .900 ile en kiigiik
etki diizeyindedir. Deneysel calismalarin en fazla yapildigi 6gretim kademesi ortaokul
(n=31) kademesidir. Ilkokul ve iiniversite ise 3’er deneysel ¢alisma ile esit miktardadir.
Ogretim diizeyine ait olan Q degeri .840 ile X tablosunda %95 giiven araliginda 2
serbestlik derecesiyle belirlenen 5.991 kritik degerinin altinda olmasi ve p degerinin
.05’ten biiytik olmasi etki biiytikliiklerinin 6gretim diizeyi degigskenine gore anlamli sekilde
farklilagmadigin1 géstermektedir.

4. Cahsmalarin Yapildig1 Yayin Tiirii Degiskenine iliskin Bulgular

Calismalarin yapildig1 yayn tiiriine gore etki biiyiikliikleri arasinda anlaml bir fark
bulunup bulunmadigina yonelik bulgular Tablo 8’de gosterilmistir.
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Tablo 8. Rastgele Etkiler Modele Gére Yayn Tiirli Degiskenine Iliskin Bulgular

%95 Giiven Arahgi Serbestlik

Model Heterojenlik Testi

(%95Cl) Derecesi (df)
Rastgele Etkiler Modeli Hedgeg AltSmir  Ust Sir Q degeri p degeri
Makale .950 017 1.882
Doktora tezi 1.207 .708 .705
Yiiksek Lisans Tezi 1574 1.179 1.968 2.206 332
Gruplar arasi heterojenlik 2

Yay tiirline yonelik olarak yapilan ¢alismalarin ¢ogunlugunu yiiksek lisans tezi
(n=14) olusturmaktadir. Ardindan sirasiyla doktora tezi (n=6) ve makale (n=4) tiirii yer
almaktadir. En yiiksek etki biiyiikliik degeri ise 1.574 ile yiiksek lisans tezi tiirindedir.
Doktora tezlerinin etki biiyiikliigii 1.207, makalelerin ise .950°dir. Genel bir ifadeyle ii¢
yayin tirii de genis diizeyde etki biiyiikliigline sahiptir. Ancak 2.206 olarak belirlenen Q
degerinin %95 giiven araliginda 2 serbestlik derecesiyle belirlenen 5.991 kritik degerinin
alinda ve p>.05 olmasi farkliligin istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeyde olmadigini
gostermektedir.

5. Calismalarin Orneklem Biiyiikliigii Degiskenine Iliskin Bulgular

Calismalarin 6rneklem biiyiikliigline gore etki biiytikliikkleri arasinda anlamli bir
fark olup olmadigina iliskin bulgular Tablo 9’da gosterilmistir. Calismalarin 6rneklem
biytkligi 10-20, 21-30 ve 31+ seklinde gruplandirilmistir. 21-30 arasinda 6rneklem
biiytikliigiine sahip ¢alismalar (n=10) en yliksek miktara sahip deneysel ¢aligsmalardir. 10-
20 ve 31+ iistii 6rneklem biiytikliigiine sahip deneysel calismalar n= 7’ger tanedir.

Tablo 9. Rastgele Etkiler Modele Gore Orneklem Biiyiikliigii Degiskenine iliskin Bulgular

%95 Giiven Arahg Serbestlik

Model (%95C) Derecesi (df) Heterojenlik Testi
Rastgele Etkiler Modeli Hedgeg  AltSmir  Ust Sir Q degeri p degeri
10-20 1.806 1.504 2.108

21-30 1.439 .856 2.022

31+ .926 .504 1.348 11.107 .004
Gruplar arasi heterojenlik 2

Tablo 9’a gore en yliksek etki biiytlikliigiine sahip (1.806) 6rneklem grubu 10-20
kisiliktir. 21-30 6rneklem grubu 1.439 etki biiytikligi iki ikinci, 31+ 6rneklem biiytikligi
ise .926 ile en kiiclik etki biiyiikliigiine sahiptir. 11.107 olan Q degerinin %95 giiven
araliginda 2 serbestlik derecesiyle belirlenen 5.991 kritik degerinin altinda oldugu
goriilmektedir. P degerinin (.004) .05’ten kiigiik olmast farkliligin istatistiksel olarak
anlamli oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

6. Calismalarin Yapildigi Y1l Degiskenine iliskin Bulgular

Arastirmada cevap aranan ¢aligmalarin yapildig: yila gore etki biiyiikliikleri yonelik
bulgular Tablo 10’da gosterilmistir.
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Tablo 10. Rastgele Etkiler Modele Gore Calisma Y1l Degiskenine Iliskin Bulgular

%95 Giiven Arahgi Serbestlik

Model Heterojenlik Testi

(%95Cl) Derecesi (df)
Rastgele Etkiler Modeli Hedgeg AltSmir  Ust Sir Q degeri p degeri
2005-2010 1.048 .688 1.409
2011-2015 1.266 .968 1.564
2016-2022 1.512 .976 2.048 2.093 .351
Gruplar arasi heterojenlik 2

Dahil edilen deneysel caligmalar arasinda en fazla (n=14) miktara sahip ¢alismalar
2016-2020 arasinda yapilmistir. 2011-2015 arasinda n=8 calisma yapilmis, 2005-2010
arasinda ise en az n=2 calisma yapilmistir. Calismalarin yapildigi ti¢ grubun etki
biiyiikliikleri 1’in {izerinde ve birbirine yakin orandadir. En yiiksek etki biiytkligi 1.512
ile 2016-2022 yillar1 arasindaki galismalardir. Tkinci en yiiksek etki biiyiikliigii 1.266 ile
2011-2015 yillar1 arasindaki c¢alismalara aittir. En diisiik etki biiytikligii 1.048 ile 2005-
2010 yillart arasinda yapilan ¢alismalar olmustur. Moderatér degiskenine ait Q degeri
2.093 ile %95 giiven araliinda 2 serbestlik derecesiyle belirlenen 5.991 kritik degerinin
altindadir. Ayrica P degerinin (.351) .05’ten biiylik olmasi etki biyliklik degerleri
arasindaki farkin istatistiksel olarak anlamli olmadigin1 géstermektedir.

7. Konusma Tiirii Degiskenine fliskin Bulgular

Arastirmada konusma tirii degiskeni hazirlikli ve hazirliksiz olmak {tizere iki
kategoride gruplandirilmistir. En fazla c¢alisma n=14 hazirliksiz konusma tiiriinde
yapilmigtir. Hazirlikli konusma tiirii ise n=10 deneysel ¢alismada bulunmaktadir.

Tablo 11. Rastgele Etkiler Modele Gore Konusma Tiirii Degiskenine Iliskin Bulgular

%95 Giiven Arahig Serbestlik

Model (%95C) Derecesi (df) Heterojenlik Testi
Rastgele Etkiler Modeli Hedgeg  AltSmir  Ust Sir Q degeri p degeri
Hazirlikli 1.139 .653 1.626 1.601 .206
Hazirliksiz 1.537 1.159 1.916

Gruplar arasi heterojenlik 1

Tablo 11°de iki konusma tiiriiniin etki biiyiikliiklerinin 1’in istiinde oldugu ve
birbirine yakin oldugu goriilmektedir. Hazirliks1z konusma tiiriiniin etki biiyiikligii 1.537
iken hazirlikli konusma tiirlintin etki biytikliigii 1.139°dur. Q degeri 1.601 ile %95 giiven
araliginda 1 serbestlik derecesiyle belirlenen 3.841 kritik degerinin altindadir. P degerinin
(.351) .05’ten biiyiik olmasi etki biiyiiklikk degerleri arasindaki farkin istatistiksel olarak
anlamli olmadigin1 géstermektedir.

8. Ogrenci Merkezli Ogretim Uygulamalar1 Degiskenine iliskin Bulgular

Caligmalarda kullanilan 6grenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalar1 arasindaki etki
biiyiikliiklerine y®dnelik bulgular Tablo 12°de gésterilmistir. Ogrenci merkezli 6gretim
uygulamalar1 farkli yontem ve tekniklerden olustugu icin “bireysel” ve “etkilesimsel”
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olarak iki grupta analiz edilmistir. Bireysel tiirde olan 6gretim uygulamalart n=13,
etkilesimsel tlirde olan 6gretim uygulamalari n=11"dir.

Tablo 12. Rastgele Etkiler Modele Gére Ogretim Uygulamalar1 Degiskenine iliskin Bulgular

%95 Giiven Arahig Serbestlik

Model (%95C1) Derecesi (df) Heterojenlik Testi
Rastgele Etkiler Modeli Hedgeg AltSmir  Ust Smr Q degeri p degeri
Bireysel Uygulamalar 1.307 .838 1.776 234 629
Etkilesimli Uygulamalar 1.453 1.093 1.813

Gruplar arasi heterojenlik 1

Tablo 12’ye gore en yiiksek etki diizeyi (1.453) etkilesimli tiirdeki 6grenci merkezli
ogretim uygulamalaridir. Bireysel tlirdeki 6grenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalart 1.307
etki biliylikligiine sahiptir. Q degeri .234 ile %95 giiven araliginda 1 serbestlik derecesiyle
belirlenen 3.841 kritik degerinin altindadir. Ayrica P degerinin (.629) .05’ten biiyiik olmas1
etki biiylikliik degerleri arasindaki farkin istatistiksel olarak anlamli olmadigini
gostermektedir. Bu modele gore 6grenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarindan etkilesimli
tiirdeki uygulamalarin etki biiyiikliigii, bireysel uygulamalara gére daha yiiksektir.

9. Deney Siiresi Degiskenine iliskin Bulgular

Calismalarin  deney siireleri 11-14 ve 5-10 hafta araliklarinda iki grupta
incelenmistir. 11-14 hafta arasinda n=10 c¢alisma, 5-10 hafta arasinda n=14 calisma
bulunmaktadir.

Tablo 13. Rastgele Etkiler Modele Gére Deney Siiresi Degiskenine Iliskin Bulgular

%95 Giiven Arahig Serbestlik

Model (%95C) Derecesi (df) Heterojenlik Testi
Rastgele Etkiler Modeli Hedgeg AltSmir  Ust Sir Q degeri p degeri
11-14 1.277 778 1.776 .269 .604
5-10 1.447 1.043 1.852

Gruplar arasi heterojenlik 1

Tablo 13’te deney siireleri arasindaki etki biiyiikliiklerinin birbirine yakin oldugu
ve 1’in iistiinde bir degere sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. En yiiksek etki degeri 1.447 ile 5-
10 hafta arasindaki c¢aligmalardir. Q degeri .269 ile %95 giiven araliginda 1 serbestlik
derecesiyle belirlenen 3.841 kritik degerinin altindadir. Ayrica P degerinin (.629) .05’ten
biiyiik olmas1 etki biiyiikliik degerleri arasindaki farkin istatistiksel olarak anlamh
olmadigini géstermektedir.
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Tartisma ve Sonug¢

Ogrenci merkezli dgretim uygulamalarmin konusma becerisinin gelisimine etkisini
incelemek amaciyla gergeklestirilen bu arastirmanin sonucunda 6grenci merkezli 6gretim
uygulamalariin 6grencilerin konusma becerisinin gelistirmede giiglii bir etkiye sahip
oldugu (Hedge’s g=1.375) goriilmiistiir. Bu deger Cohen’in (1992) siniflandirmasina goére
yiiksek bir etki diizeyine sahiptir. Meta analize dahil edilen 24 calismadan yalnizca 1’1
negatif etki biiyiikligline sahiptir. Calismalar arasindaki en yiiksek etki biyikligi
Hedge’s g= 3.796 ile Aslan’in (2018) ¢alismasi olmustur. En kiigiik etki biiytkligi ise
Hedge’s g= -.145 ile Sarikaya’nin (2020) calismasidir. Rastgele etkiler modele gore meta
analize dahil edilen calismalarin P degerinin .00 ¢ikmasi 6grenci merkezli 6gretim
uygulamalarmin 6grencilerin konugma becerisinin gelistirmede istatistiksel olarak anlamli
diizeyde bir etkiye sahip oldugunu gostermektedir (Cohen, 1992). Meta analiz tiiriinde
yapilan aragtirmalarin ¢ogu bu arastirmanin sonucunu destekler sekilde akran/Ggrenci
merkezli dgretimin, dgretmen merkezli 6gretimden daha genis ve olumlu etki diizeyine
sahip oldugunu gostermektedir (Rohrbeck, Fantuzzo, Ginsberg-Block, Miller, 2003;
Johnson, Maruyoma, Johnson, Nelson, 1981; Roseth, Johnson, Johnson, 2008). Ote
yandan moderator degisken olarak incelendiginde akran merkezli egitimin yazma, dinleme
ve konusma gibi dil becerilerinin gelisimini de olumlu yonde etkiledigi goriilmektedir
(Keck vd., 2006; Mackey, Goo, 2007).

Bu ¢alismada 6grenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarmin 6grencilerin konusma
becerisinin gelistirmede giiglii bir etkiye sahip oldugu (Hedge’s g=1.375) elde edilen
bulgulardan biridir. Tiirkben (2019) tarafindan yapilan ¢alismada Tiirkg¢eyi ikinci dil olarak
O0grenen Ogrencilerin konusma becerilerine etkisini belirlemeye yonelik olusturdugu
calismasinda etkilesimli Ogretim stratejilerini kullanan deney grubundaki Ogrencilerin
konusma becerisinin olumlu ve anlamli diizeyde degisiklik gostermesi bu bulguyu
desteklemektedir. Bu arastirmanin sonuglarina benzer olarak Biger (2017) tarafindan
yapilan Ogrenci merkezli Ogretim uygulamalarmin Tiirkge Ogretimindeki akademik
basartya etkisinin incelendigi meta analiz tiirdeki calismaya gore, Ogrenci merkezli
isbirlikli 6grenmenin geleneksel 6gretim yaklasimina gore daha giiclii bir etki diizeyi ne
sahip oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir.

Calismalarin  6gretim diizeyi degiskenine gore en yiiksek etki biiyiikliigiiniin
Hedge’s g=1.451 degeriyle ortaokul diizeyinde oldugu goriilmektedir. P degerinin .05 ten
biliyiik olmasi ise etki biiyiikliiklerinin 6gretim diizeyi degiskenine gore anlamli sekilde
farklilasmadigini ortaya koymustur. Cole (2018) tarafindan yapilan akran egitiminin sozlii
anlatim becerilerine etkisinin incelendigi arastirmanin bulgularina bakildiginda 6gretim
diizeyi degiskenine gore bu calismadan farkli olarak ise en yliksek etki biiyilikligi
(Hedge’s g= .628) ilkokul diizeyinde oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ogrenci merkezli dil dgretim
uygulamalarimin dil 6grenme c¢iktilar1 iizerindeki etkisini inceleyen Alsowat (2020), dil
ogrenme uygulamalarinin dil ¢iktilar1 tizerinde orta diizeyde bir etkisinin oldugunu
(d=.90), benzer sekilde teknolojiye dayali dil 6gretiminin, genel ve {iretilen kelime bilgisi
lizerinde de orta diizeyde bir etkiye sahip oldugunu (d=.98), 6gretim diizeyinde ise en
yiiksek etki bilyiikliigiiniin iiniversite diizeyinde (d=.85) oldugunu belirlemistir. Ogrenci
merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarimin dil ¢iktilar1 iizerinde orta diizeyde bir etkiye sahip
olmasi bu calismanin bulgulariyla drtiismemektedir. Ote yandan &gretim diizeyinde en
yiiksek etki biiytlikliigiiniin tiniversite diizeyinde olmasi da bu ¢alismanin farkliliklarindan
biridir.
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Yaym tiirii degiskenine bakildiginda en yiiksek etki biiyiikliigiine sahip calisma
tiirii (Hedge’s g=1.574) yiiksek lisans tezleri olmustur. Ote yandan p>.05 olmasi farkliligin
istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeyde olmadigin1 géstermektedir.

Calismanin 6rneklem biiyilikligli degiskenine gore en yiiksek etki biiylkligi
(Hedge’s g= 1.806) 10-20 kisilik gruplara aittir. P degerinin (.04) .05’ten kiigiik olmasi
farkliligin istatistiksel olarak anlamli oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Caligmalarin yapildig1 yil degiskenine gore 2016-2022 yillarinin en yiiksek etki
biiytikliigiine (Hedge’s g=1.512) sahip oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ayrica P degerinin (.351)
.05’ten biiyiik olmasi etki biiyiikliik degerleri arasindaki farkin istatistiksel olarak anlamli
olmadigint gdstermektedir. Konusma becerisinin gelisiminin incelendigi deneysel
caligmalarin 2016 yilindan sonra artmasi c¢alismanin bu yillar arasindaki etki
biiyiikligiiniin diger yillara oranla yiliksek ¢ikmasini acgiklar niteliktedir (Arung, 2016).
Ayrica 2016 yilindan itibaren 6grenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarinin yapilandrimact
yaklagimla birlikte 6gretmen kilavuzlugunda daha fazla kullanilmaya baglanmasi etki
bliytikliigiiniin diger yillara oranla artigin1 agiklamaktadir.

Calismanin konugma tiiri degiskeninde en yiiksek etki biyiikligi (Hedge’s
g=1.537) hazirliksiz konugma tiiriinde yapilan ¢aligmalara aittir. P degerinin (.351) .05 ten
biliylik olmast etki biiyiikliik degerleri arasindaki farkin istatistiksel olarak anlaml
olmadigin1 gostermektedir. Hazirliksiz konusma tiiriintin, hazirlikli konusmaya oranla
ogrencilerde daha az degerlendirilme kaygisi yasattigr (Kemiksiz, 2016) g6z Oniine
alindiginda etki biiyiikliigiiniin yiiksek ¢ikmasi beklenebilir.

Calismalarda kullanilan 6gretim tiiri degiskenine gore en yiiksek etki biiylikligl
(Hedge’s g=1.453) etkilesimli tiirdeki 0©grenci merkezli uygulamalarin  oldugu
goriilmiistiir. P degerinin (.629) .05’ten biiyiik olmasi etki biiylikliik degerleri arasindaki
farkin istatistiksel olarak anlamli olmadigin1 géstermektedir. Alan yazinda arastirmanin bu
bulgusunun farkli deneysel calismalarda (Kilicarslan, 2014; Yildiz, 2014, Espino 1999)
desteklendigi goriilmektedir. Kilicarslan’in (2014) yaptig1 bir arastirmada etkilesimli
ogretim stratejilerinden biri olan dramanin 6grencilerin sézlii anlatim becerilerini olumlu
yonde etkiledigi sonucuna varilmistir. Drama bu arastirmada etkilesimli 6gretim stratejileri
grubuna girmektedir. Dramanin kullanildig1 5 ¢alismanin etki biiyiikliigiintin pozitif yonde
olmasi ¢alismalarin 6gretim tiirii bulgularinin birbirine benzer oldugunu gostermektedir.
Etkilesimli o6gretim stratejisinin konusma becerisine etkisinin incelendigi bagka bir
arastirmada ise (Yildiz, 2014) etkilesimli bir bigimde yapilan 6grencilerin aktif olarak
katildiklar1 etkinliklerin konusma becerilerini olumlu yonde etkiledi§i sonucuna
varilmistir. Benzer sekilde Cole (2018) tarafindan yapilan bir meta analiz ¢alismasinda
akran egitiminin Ingilizce Ogrenen bireylerin sozlii anlatim becerilerinin gelisimini
Hedge’s g etki biiyiikliigii .578 (p <.001) ile genis ve olumlu diizeyde etkiledigi sonucuna
varilmistir. Ayrica dahil edilen ¢alismalarin yarisindan fazlasi, sifir esigini gegen giiven
araliklarma sahiptir, bu da bireysel olarak bunlarin istatistiksel bir sekilde sifir etki
biiyiikligiinden ayirt edilemez olduklari anlamma gelir. Calismanin yayin yanlilig1
sonucuna gore yayinlanmis ¢alismalarin etki biyiikligi Hedge’s 0=.377 ile
yaymlanmamis c¢alismalara (Hedge’s ¢g=1.159) nazaran daha kiicliktiir. Calismada
moderator degisken olarak kullanilan akran egitimi, is birlikli 6gretim ve rehberlik¢i
ogretim tiiriinde ii¢ grubun etki biiyilikligii incelenmis. En yiiksek etki biiyiikliigii Hedge’s
g= .836 ile akran egitimi tiiriindeki deneysel calismalar olmustur. Batd1 ve Batdi (2015)
tarafindan yapilan meta analiz tlirlindeki ¢alismada Ogrenci merkezli O6gretim
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uygulamalarindan biri olan yaratict dramanin akademik basari {izerindeki etkisinin yiiksek
diizeyde (Hedge’s g=1.68) oldugu bulunmustur.

Cole (2014) tarafindan yapilan baska bir arastirmada 6grenci merkezli 6gretimin
ogrencilerin okuryazarlik ve dil becerilerine etkisi incelenmis. Hedge’s g=.486 (p < .001)
ile 6grenci merkezli egitimin okuryazarlik ve dil becerilerine etkisinin kiiclik diizeyde
oldugu sonucuna varilmistir. Calismalarda kullanilan 6gretim yontemleri akran egitimi,
isbirlikli 6gretim ve kilavuz 6gretim tiiriinde {i¢ gruba ayrilmis, en yiiksek etki biiytikligi
ise Hedge’s g=.632 ile isbirliki 6gretim tiiriindeki ¢alismalarin diger ¢calismalara gére daha
yiiksek etki biiyiikliigiine sahip oldugu goriilmistiir. Bu c¢aligmada ise en yiiksek etki
bliyiikliginiin  (Hedge’s ¢=1.453) etkilesimli tiirdeki Ogrenci merkezli 6gretim
uygulamalari olmasi iki ¢aligmanin 6grenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalari agisindan dil
becerilerine etkisinin benzer oldugunu gostermektedir.

Pattanpichet (2011), 6grenci merkezli isbirligine dayali 6gretim uygulamalarinin
Ogrencilerin sozlii anlatim becerilerinin gelisimine etkisini inceledigi aragtirmasinda
Ogrencilere yapilan {i¢ tane sozlii testte sirasiyla Hedge’s g=2.36, 1.20, 2.76 degerlerinde
genis ve olumlu etki diizeyine sahip oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu ¢alismanin bulgularindan
olan Ogretim tiirli degiskeninin etkilesimli tlirden Ogrenci merkezli 6gretim
uygulamalarinda konugsma becerisinin gelisimi agisindan en yiiksek etki biiyiikliigiine
sahip olmas1 her iki ¢aligmanin bu degisken yoniinden konusma becerisi tizerinde olumlu
etki diizeyine sahip oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Calismalarin deney siiresi degiskenine gore en yiiksek etki biiyiikliigiine (Hedge’s
g=1.447) sahip olan ¢alismalar 5-10 hafta arasinda yapilanlardir. P degerinin (.629) .05 ten
biliylik olmast etki biiyiiklik degerleri arasindaki farkin istatistiksel olarak anlaml
olmadigin1 ortaya koymustur.

Sonu¢ olarak 6grenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarinin, 6grencilerin konugma
becerisinin gelisiminde olumlu ve yiiksek diizeyde bir etkiye sahip oldugu saptanmuistir.
Bununla birlikte calismanin heterojen yapida olmasi moderatdr degiskenlerin de
istatistiksel olarak anlamlilik diizeyini 6nemli kilmustir.

Arastirmanin Tiirkiye’de bu konuda yapilan ilk meta analiz ¢calisma olmasi, 6grenci
merkezli o6gretim uygulamalarmin farkli degiskenler iizerinden incelenmesi ve
degiskenlerin konusma becerisi tizerindeki etki biytkliiklerinin hangi durumlarda
farklilastigin1 gostermesi bu calismanin 6nemini ortaya koymaktadir. Yapilandirmaci
yaklagim geregi Ogrenciyi egitimde etkin kilmak, 6grencinin bilgiyi yorumlamasini ve
analiz etmesini, bilgi lizerinde sorgulayici bir yaklasimla diisiinmesini, 6n bilgilerini
kullanarak yeni bilgileri insa etmesini saglamaktadir. Bundan sonraki caligmalarda,
ogrenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarinin diger temel dil becerilerinin (okuma, yazma,
dinleme) alt boyutlar1 baz alinarak etki biiytlikliikleri arasindaki iligkiler incelenebilir.
Ogrenci merkezli 6gretim uygulamalarindan etki biiyiikliikleri fazla olan uygulamalar
belirlenerek dil becerilerinin gelistirilmesinde kullanilabilir.
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