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Abstract

Problem Statement: Many effective instructional strategies, methods, and
techniques, which were developed in accordance with constructivist
approach, can be used together in social studies lessons. Constructivist
education comprises active learning processes. Two active learning
approaches are cooperative learning and systematic teaching.

Purpose of the Study: The present study was conducted to determine the
effect of the cooperative learning method and the systematic teaching and
constructivist learning approaches on student achievement and retention
in teaching the social studies lesson unit “The Place We Live” in a 4th
grade class at the elementary school level.

Method: The research was based on pretest-posttest control group
experimental design. Accordingly, experiment group 1 received
instruction based on the cooperative learning method, experiment group 2
received instruction based on the systematic teaching method, and control
groups 1 and 2 were instructed through the constructivist learning
approach. A total of 110 students were assigned to the experiment and
control groups, and the paired samples t test and one-way ANOVA were
used to analyze the data.
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Findings: The results of the study suggested that the cooperative learning
method and the systematic teaching and constructivist learning
approaches are effective ways of enhancing students’ achievement.
Conversely, experiment and control group post test scores were not
significantly different from each other. The cooperative learning method
and the systematic teaching and constructivist learning approaches
(control-1) were found to secure retention of knowledge, but failed to
achieve retention of the knowledge among students in control group 2.

Conclusion and Recommendations: The study found that cooperative
learning and the systematic teaching and constructivist learning
approaches were effective in enhancing student achievement and
retention in social studies lessons (except for control-2). Based on these
results, it is recommended that in order to enhance academic achievement
and retention of gains in social studies lessons, the cooperative learning
method and systematic teaching can be used in addition to the
constructivist learning approach. Moreover, failure of the constructivist
learning approach to achieve retention in control group 2 can be based on
different reasons. One reason can be the teachers’ lack of knowledge about
the basic philosophy and steps of constructivist approach. In this context,
it is recommended that teachers should have in-service training about the
constructivist approach.

Keywords: Social studies, cooperative learning method, systematic
teaching, constructivist learning approach

Introduction

With the implementation of the 2005 curriculum in Turkey, the constructivist
learning approach was employed to provide students with basic knowledge, skills,
attitudes, and values regarding social life in social studies lessons. Constructivism is
based on the idea that people learn better when they actively construct knowledge
and associate new knowledge with previous knowledge (Smerdon, Burkam & Lee,
1999). Students who learn according to the constructivist approach discover
knowledge and use it effectively in various situations (Perkins, 1999). In this context
there are two principles of constructivism. First, knowledge cannot be acquired in
passively. Knowledge is actively constructed and this constructed knowledge can
differ from person to person. Second, there is not a single truth in the world. Since
individuals try to understand the world through their own experiences, truth differs
according to every individual's own perception (Wheatley, 1991). Furthermore,
constructivism is not a theory of teaching but rather of learning (Richardson, 2003, p.
1629). Grennon Brooks and Brooks (1993, as cited in Brooks & Brooks, 1999, p. 20)
define the five basic principles of constructivism as follows:

1. A constructivist teacher seeks for and cares about learners’ viewpoints.
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2. A constructivist teacher constructs (plans) the lessons to challenge the students’
assumptions.

3. A constructivist teacher is aware that students need to make additions
regarding the curriculum.

4. A constructivist teacher does not construct (plan) the lessons around small
fragments of knowledge, but instead around great ideas.

5. A constructivist teacher does not evaluate the students’ learning separately, but
instead within the context of daily classroom research.

Though it has different definitions and procedures, the nature of constructivist
lessons involves four well accepted components. These are:

1. Students construct meaning on their own.
2. New learning is constructed on previous knowledge.
3. Learning is consolidated with social interaction.

4. Meaningful learning develops through authentic tasks (Good & Brophy, 1994
as cited in Cooperstein & Kocevar-Weidinger, 2004).

These principles must be considered if the constructivist learning approach is to
bring about meaningful learning and students’ awareness (Unal, 2010). Another
approach that can help achieves meaningful learning in social studies lessons is
cooperative learning. Cooperative learning is the most remarkable and productive of
all fields of practice, research, and theory in education (Johnson, Johnson & Stanne,
2000). Johnson & Johnson (1999, p. 68) state that cooperative learning is a versatile
procedure and can be used for a variety of purposes. In other words, cooperative
learning develops when students work together in order to achieve common learning
goals (Johnson & Johnson, 1999 as cited in Johnson, Johnson & Stanne, 2000).
Furthermore, cooperative learning is the cooperative work of students in order to
achieve shared learning goals, including the completion of certain assignments and
tasks in a period of several weeks (Johnson, Johnson & Smith, 1998). To succeed in
these cooperative activities, basic principles of the cooperative learning method
should be taken into consideration. These five basic principles include: positive
interdependence, face-to-face interaction, individual accountability, social skills, and
group process (Johnson, Johnson & Holubec, 1992).

Another approach to enhance learner achievement in social studies lessons is
systematic teaching. Systematic teaching is based on the probability philosophy,
which states that education can be arranged for every student, for certain groups, or
even for all people. Moreover, teaching, learning, and evaluation activities can be
handled in a similar vein with multi or single dimensional perspectives. How all
activities are constructed changes according to the situation and conditions. As there
is no single learning-teaching strategy, theory, method, technique, or tactic for now,
there may be no strategy, theory, method, technique, or tactic that learners always
use to acquire every kind of behavior. Many rationales can be employed. One may
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prefer discovering, comprehending, using, and reproducing knowledge while
acquiring knowledge, skills, affects, and intuitions (Sonmez, 2004).

Systematic teaching is based on discovering, making sense of, using, and
reproducing knowledge by students. A teacher can only be a guide. Any kind of
learning and teaching activity can generally be centered on the students. Teachers
should generally arrange the settings and provide resources for the students to
discover, comprehend, use, and reproduce knowledge. Students should discuss with
pictures, slides, cases, dialogues, and dramatizations, and discover the principles and
method themselves. Teachers should only provide cues, feedback, and correction
(Sonmez, 2010). Educational games, contests, scientific research, time, love,
reasoning, a democratic environment, and multidimensional evaluations are the
major components of systematic teaching (Sonmez, 2010).

In this context, both cooperative learning and systematic teaching can be
regarded as active learning methods. Considering the theoretical accounts above, it is
assumed that social studies lessons conducted per the constructivist learning
approach can be executed with the cooperative learning method and systematic
teaching as well. The constructivist learning approach, cooperative learning method,
and systematic teaching mainly suppose that students can access and internalize
knowledge through different activities and participation in learning activities. In
addition to this, considering that enriching the learning environment with different
strategies, methods, and techniques enhances learning, the constructivist learning
approach, the cooperative learning method, and systematic teaching are believed to
be effective ways of instruction. The rationale behind this study was the pedagogical
importance of investigating and comparing the contributions of the constructivist
learning approach, the cooperative learning method, and systematic teaching to
students’ learning and retention of knowledge. It is also believed that this
comparison will once again stress the necessity of using different activities, like the
cooperative learning method and systematic teaching, beside those in the teacher’s
guide for a social studies course in order to enhance the retention of knowledge. It is
thought that the findings of this study will contribute to increasing the efficacy and
productivity of social studies lessons and serve as a reference to future research.

A review of relevant literature reveals there is research on cooperative learning
for different grades, subject fields, and units, and cooperative learning has been
generally compared with traditional teaching methods or the constructivist approach
(Karaoglu, 1998; Ozkal, 2000, Celebi, 2006, Law, 2008; Eskiturk, 2009). Various
research has been conducted about using systematic teaching for different grades,
subject fields, and units, and it is generally compared with traditional teaching
methods or the constructivist approach (Alacapinar, 2002; Cetin, 2003; Kocak, 2004;
Memisoglu, 2004; Pas, 2004; Piji, 2006, Kapicioglu, 2006, Kucukoglu, 2007; Takkac,
2007; Ontas, 2010). No research has been found with the aim of comparing the
efficacy of more than one approach in this subject field, unit, and grade. Therefore,
the present research is regarded as important in providing resourceful findings for
future research.
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|
The Purpose of the Study

The present research aimed to investigate whether or not there is any statistically
significant difference between the levels of achievement and knowledge retention of
4th class elementary students regarding “The Place We Live” unit taught in social
studies using the cooperative learning method and the systematic teaching and
constructivist learning approaches. In line with this major purpose the following
hypotheses were tested:

Hypothesis 1: There are statistically significant differences between pre- and post-
experiment achievement levels of students who were taught using the cooperative
learning method (experiment-1) and the systematic teaching (experiment-2) and
constructivist learning approaches (control group 1-2).

Hypothesis 2: There are no statistically significant differences between post-
experiment achievement levels of students in experiment and control groups.

Hypothesis 3: There are no statistically significant differences between post-
experiment achievement levels and knowledge retention levels of students in
experiment and control groups.

Hypothesis 4: There is no statistically significant difference between knowledge
retention levels of students in experiment and control groups

Method
Research Method

In line with the purpose of the study a quantitative approach was employed and
pretest-posttest control group experimental design was used. The experimental
method is based on experiments, defined as a test conducted under controlled
conditions in order to investigate the truth of a hypothesis or to reconfirm an already
known truth. The key element in this definition is control, which distinguishes
experimental design from non-experimental designs (Muijs, 2004, p. 13).

Data Source

Data were collected from 4th grade students studying at two elementary schools
in Kirsehir province during the 2011-2012 school year. Since four groups (two
experiments and two controls) were involved in the study, a multi-stage sampling
method was used. Multi-stage sampling requires using different sampling methods
at every stage of sampling (Buyukozturk, Kilic Cakmak, Akgun, Karadeniz &
Demirel, 2010). A convenience sampling method was used for the present study,
which brings speed and ease to the research (Yildirim & Simsek, 2011). Accordingly,
the sample was selected from the city where the researchers worked. In the second
stage a simple random sampling method was used. Accordingly, the names of the
elementary schools in Kirsehir province were written on pieces of paper, and one
paper was selected randomly. In the third stage the purposive sampling method was
used. Those schools similar to elementary school A (selected in the second stage) in
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terms of socio-economic environment and school success were determined; i.e., a
homogeneous sampling method was used. Next, the second school (B) was selected
randomly from among the elementary schools selected according to the
homogeneous sampling. Elementary school A had a total of five 4th classes and
school B had eight 4th classes. All of these classes were administered the pre-test and,
according to the results, three classes (two experiment and one control) were selected
from school A and one class (control group) was selected from school B as the study
groups. A total of 110 students were involved in these four groups. These four
equivalent 4th classes were randomly assigned as experiment and control groups.
Some descriptive are given in Table 1 below.

Table 1.

Descriptives for the Study Groups

2 Gender Number of
S - umber o

<

3 Group X S Treatment  Class students

Girl Boy
A Experiment 13,03 448 Coopergtwe 4A 13 15 28
-1 learning
A 10,91 3,41 4-B 17 15 32
A Experiment 13,23 455 Systen"Latlc 4-C 15 11 2%
-2 teaching
A Control1 1353 512 COSTUCU oy pngp gy 28
ist learning

A 14,71 3,63 4-E 13 19 32

B 22,15 1,94 4-A 16 18 34

B 10,52 3,58 4-B 15 14 29

B Comtrol2 1257 437 UMM, o ge 28

ist learning

B 872 3,34 4-D 14 11 25

B 16,82 3,80 4-E 19 14 33

B 16,46 3,85 4-F 17 11 28

B 959 3,97 4-G 16 13 29

B 21,88 1,75 4-H 12 14 26

Of those 4th graders who participated in the study, 55 (50%) were boys and 55
(50%) were girls.
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Instrument

In order to measure to what extent the students in the experiment and control
groups gained the objectives of the unit, an achievement test developed by
researchers was used. This test was administered on the participants three times as a
pre-test, post-test, and retention test. The achievement test was developed according
to the objectives of the “The Place We Live” unit in the curriculum of 4th grade Social
studies lesson in line with the following steps:

1. First, a table of specifications was prepared for the achievement test.

2. After preparing the specifications table, 65 multiple-choice items were written
for unit “The Place We Live”, based on the 4th grade social studies curriculum,
course books, student workbooks, teacher guide books, and reference books.

3. The draft test was consulted by an expert panel of three academicians from Ahi
Evran University who specialized in teaching social studies; one social studies
teacher and two classroom teachers. The test was revised based on their feedback.
Next, an achievement test was administered to 196 fifth graders who had already
studied the relevant unit. As a result of the pilot study, indices for difficulty and
discrimination for each item and the reliability for the test in general were calculated.
The final form of the achievement test comprised 25 items and the alpha reliability
coefficient of the test was estimated to be .82.

Procedure

Necessary permissions were granted before implementing the study and the
following actions were taken:

1. The instrument was developed. Using this instrument, study groups were
assigned and the pre-test applied.

2. Lesson plans were prepared in accordance with the cooperative learning
method and systematic teaching to be implemented in experiment groups 1 and 2,
respectively. Lesson plans for systematic teaching were prepared based on the
sample plans developed by Sonmez (2010). The cooperative learning method-based
lesson plans were consulted by two academicians from Ahi Evran University who
had written a thesis and articles about cooperative learning. Systematic teaching-
based lesson plans were consulted by three academicians who specialized in
curriculum development. Based on feedback from these academicians, lesson plans
were revised.

3. As the social studies lesson plans are currently used based on the constructivist
approach, no alternative lesson plans were prepared for the control groups. The
lesson plans provided in teacher guides were used for these groups.

4. Before the treatment, students in experiment groups 1 and 2 were separately
informed about the cooperative learning method and systematic teaching and the
relevant activities used in these methods, respectively.
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7. The treatment was done for five weeks between 1 November 2011 and 30
November 2011. The duration of the treatment, as assigned in the curriculum, was 15
lesson hours.

8. Students heterogeneously assigned into clusters during cooperative group
work in experiment group 1, and scenarios were successively given to each cluster in
accordance with the lesson objectives. Five distinct topics in the unit “The Place We
Live” were taught using techniques from the cooperative learning method, including
combining, ask together learn together, student team achievement parts, learning
together, and group inquiry. The activities arranged in accordance with the basic
principles and steps of these techniques were applied for five weeks. Each of these
techniques and relevant tasks were introduced and explained to the students before
the treatment. Students were given different tasks and thus engaged to the lesson
activity. Group members were changed for each topic. The seats were rearranged
before each lesson according to the techniques. Various resources and materials were
used while teaching the unit and topics. Various worksheet and activities were
prepared for the topics and revision tests were administered at the end of each week.
Activities took place in the classroom.

9. Students in experiment group 2 were taught lessons using systematic teaching.
Various resources and materials were used while teaching the topics. The behavioral
objectives were determined and then teaching and learning processes were arranged.
The lesson plans included proper and consistent activities regarding the behavioral
objectives, and strategies, methods, and techniques suitable for these objectives. The
questions to be asked to the students, and their correct answers, cues, corrections and
feedback, and reinforcements were prepared. Questions were asked equally to all
students in order to engage them in the lessons. Relevant pedagogical materials were
prepared and used when necessary. Colored picture sets and sample cases were used
to ensure that students could discover the knowledge and produce new knowledge
based on what they had learned. During the development part of the lesson the
teacher projected slides and used examples about the topic to contextualize verbal
explanations. The teacher asked questions about the concepts taught. After
explaining the topics, the teacher helped the students acquire the relevant knowledge
thanks to colored pictures and sample cases. Students were asked to make short
dramatizations (using puppets) about the topics. Summaries were provided from
time to time. Supportive points were presented during transitional summaries, and
main points were presented during the final summary. Relevant activities were
prepared and revision tests were administered at the end of each week. Students
were evaluated for their gains during the process.

10. Students in control groups 1 and 2 were taught the lessons according to the
constructivist learning approach. The teacher used the methods as specified in the
teacher guidebook in order to have the students achieve the objectives. She used the
activities in the student workbook and adopted the lesson plan as suggested in the
teacher guide book. The constructivist approach-based social studies curriculum was
implemented accompanied with a main course book and a student workbook. Before
transition to the main topic, the teacher made an introduction using the statements
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from the lead-in part of the lesson plan, and then implemented the instructional
activities following the directions in the teacher guidebook. Classroom teachers met
before the lessons and exchanged their views about how to teach.

11. A social studies achievement test was administered twice following the
completion of relevant lessons with all four groups, one as the post-test (2 December
2011) and the other as a retention test 4 weeks later (30 December 2011).

Data Analysis

While evaluating the social studies achievement test administered as the pre-test,
post-test, and retention test, correct answers were scored with one (1) point, whereas
wrong or unanswered items were scored as zero (0). Scores were recorded in a
computer and analyzed using SPSS software. The data were analyzed using mean,
standard deviation, paired samples t test, and one-way ANOVA. The level of
significance was considered p< 0.05.

Results

One-way ANOVA was used to test the statistically significant differences
between the pre-test scores of students in the experiment and control groups. The
results are given in the table below.

Table 2.

Results of One-Way ANOVA Test regarding Pre-Test Scores of Experiment and Control
Groups

Source of variance  Sum of squares df Mean squares F )
Between groups 13.690 3 4.563

Within groups 2283.401 106 21.542 212 .888
Total 2297.091 109

According to Table 2, there is no significant difference between the pre-test scores
of groups [Fp106= .212; p>0.05]. Based on this finding, the pre-test scores of the
groups before the treatment can be said to be equivalent.

Hypothesis 1: There are statistically significant differences between pre- and post-
test experiment achievement levels of students who were taught using the
cooperative learning method (experiment-1) and the systematic teaching
(experiment-2) and constructivist learning approaches (control group 1-2).

To test the first hypothesis a paired sample f test was used. The results are
presented in the following table.
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Table 3.

Results of Paired Samples T Tests Comparing Pre-Test and Post-Test Scores of Experiment
And Control Groups

Group Test N X S df t p

Pre-test 28 13.03 4.4843
Experiment-1 27 -11.524 .000
Post-test 28 21.17 2.6254

Pre-test 26 13.23 4.5546
Experiment-2 25 -13.001 .000
Post-test 26 19.80 4.1087

Pre-test 28 13.53 5.1170
Control-1 27 -8.011 .000
Post-test 28 19.07 2.8011

Pre-test 28 12.57 4.3667
Control-2 27 -7.745 .000
Post-test 28 19.25 4.4524

An analysis of table 3 reveals that there are statistically significant differences
between pre-test and post-test achievement scores of experiment and control groups
[(ter= -11.524; p<0.05); (tes) = -13.001; p<0.05); (t@r) = -8.011; p<0.05); (te7) = -7.745;
p<0.05)]. Based on these findings, the first hypothesis of the research is proven. In
other words, using the cooperative learning method (experiment-1) and the
systematic teaching (experiment-2) and constructivist learning approaches (control
groups 1 and 2) had a positive impact on student achievement.

Hypothesis 2: There are no statistically significant differences between post-
experiment achievement levels of students in experiment and control groups.

To test the second hypothesis a one-way ANOVA was used. The results are
presented in the following table.

Table 4.

Results of One-Way ANOVA Comparing Post-Test Scores of Experiment and Control
Groups

Source of variance ~ Sum of squares df Mean squares F p
Between groups 76.465 3 25.488

Within groups 1355.253 106 12.785 1.994 119
Total 1431.718 109

According to Table 4 there is no significant difference between the post-test
achievement scores of the groups [F-106= 1.994; p>0.05]. In other words, the second
hypothesis was also proven. According to these findings, the post-test achievement
scores of the groups are not statistically different from each other.
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Hypothesis 3: There are no statistically significant differences between post-
experiment achievement levels and knowledge retention levels of students in
experiment and control groups.

To test the first hypothesis a paired sample t test was used. The results are
presented in the following table.

Table 5

Results of Paired Samples T Tests Comparing Post-Test and Retention Test Scores of
Experiment and Control Groups

Group Test N X S df t P

Post-test 28 21.17 2.6254
Experiment-1 27 .570 573
Retention 28 20.96 2.7282

Post-test 26 19.80 4.1087
Experiment-2 25 101 921
Retention 26 19.77 3.8813

Post-test 28 19.07 2.8011
Control-1 27 412 .684
Retention 28 18.85 3.7978

Post-test 28 19.25 4.4524
Control-2 27 3.126 .004
Retention 28 16.60 5.2163

The analysis of Table 5 reveals there are no statistically significant differences
between post-test achievement scores and retention test scores of both experiment
groups and the control group 1 [(ten= .510; p>0.05); (tes = .101; p>0.05); (te7) = 412;
p>0.05)], whereas there is a statistically significant difference between post-test
achievement scores and retention scores of control group 2 in favor of post-test scores
(ter= 3.126; p<0.05). These findings suggest that the third hypothesis of the study is
contradicted. In other words, while the teaching approaches used in experiment
groups 1 and 2, and control group 1, secured the retention of knowledge the students
learned, in control group 2 the constructivist learning approach failed to guarantee
the retention of knowledge.

Hypothesis 4: There is no statistically significant difference between knowledge
retention levels of students in experiment and control groups.

To test the fourth hypothesis a one-way ANOVA was used. The results are
presented in the following table.
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Table 6.

Results of One-Way ANOVA Comparing Retention Test Scores of Experiment and Control
Groups

Source of variance Sum of df Mean F P Difference
squares squares (Scheffe)

Between groups 284.168 3 94.723

Within groups 1701.687 106 16.054 5.900 .001 -

Total 1985.855 109 -

As seen in Table 6, a significant difference was observed between the retention
scores of the experiment and control groups [Fg.106= 5.900; p< 0.05]. The post-hoc
Scheffe test revealed there are significant differences between experiment group 1
and control group 2, and between experiment group 2 and control group 2, in favor
of the experiment groups.

Discussion and Conclusion

According to the results of the research, there were no significant differences
between pre-test scores of the experiment and control groups; i.e., the groups were
equivalent in terms of achievement before the experiment.

It was concluded that the cooperative learning method (experiment-1) and the
systematic teaching (experiment-2) and constructivist learning approaches (control
groups 1 and 2) increased the level of student achievement significantly and
positively. The relevant literature also suggests that the cooperative learning method
(Karaoglu, 1998; Ozkal, 2000; Celebi, 2006; Eskiturk, 2009; Kus & Karatekin, 2009),
systematic teaching (Sonmez, 2001; Kocak, 2004; Memisoglu, 2004; Pas, 2004; Takkac,
2007; Ontas, 2010; Sezginsoy & Akkoyunlu, 2011) and constructivist learning
approach (Unal & Celikkaya, 2009) enhances learning success in social studies
lessons. Moreover, it was reported that students’ academic achievement in other
lessons are enhanced through the cooperative learning method (Johnson, Johnson &
Scott, 1978, Walker & Crogan, 1998; Johnson, Johnson & Stanne, 2000; Anderson,
Mitchell & Osgood, 2005, Adeyemi, 2008) and through the systematic teaching
(Alacapinar, 2002; Cetin, 2003; Kapicioglu, 2006; Piji, 2006, Kucukoglu, 2007) and
constructivist learning approaches (Karasu & Unlu, 2006; Teyfur, 2010). Thus, it
appears that the findings of the present study are in agreement with the results of
previous research.

No significant difference was observed between post-test scores of the
experiment and control groups. In other words, cooperative learning, systematic
teaching, and constructivist learning approaches altogether increase the students’
success without any superiority or inferiority to each other.

It was concluded that the cooperative learning method and the systematic
teaching and constructivist learning approaches applied in both experiment groups 1
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and 2, and control group 1, had a positive impact on the retention of the knowledge
students learned. However, the constructivist learning approach applied in control
group 2 had no significant effect on the retention of the knowledge students learned.
The relevant literature suggests that the cooperative learning method (Karaoglu,
1998; Eskiturk, 2009) and the systematic teaching (Sonmez, 2001; Kocak, 2004;
Memisoglu, 2004; Pas, 2004; Sezginsoy & Akkoyunlu, 2011) and constructivist
learning approaches (Unal & Celikkaya, 2009) had a positive effect on the retention of
knowledge in social studies lessons. The failure of the constructivist learning
approach to achieve retention of knowledge does not concur with either the results
for control group 1 or the results in the literature.

The research also revealed significant differences between the experiment and
control groups’ scores from retention tests 4 weeks after the completion of treatment.
These significant differences were between experiment group 1 (where the
cooperative  learning method was used) and control group 2 (where the
constructivist learning approach was used), and between experiment group 2 (where
systematic teaching was used) and control group 2 (where the constructivist learning
approach was used) in favor of experiment groups 1 and 2. Karaoglu (1998) and
Eskiturk (2009) found that the cooperative learning method was more effective on
the retention of academic achievement of the students compared to other methods.
Likewise, Sonmez (2001), Alacapinar (2002), Cetin (2003), Kocak (2004), Memisoglu
(2004), Pas (2004), Kapicioglu (2006), Piji (2006), and Sezginsoy and Akkoyunlu (2011)
also found that systematic teaching was more effective in the retention of the
academic achievement of the students compared to other methods. These findings
support the findings of the present study. However, it was observed that although
the constructivist learning approach achieved long-lasting learning in control group
1, it failed to do so in control group 2. This may stem from several different factors.
For example, teachers may be inadequate in applying the constructivist approach in
these groups. Furthermore, the fact that the constructivist learning approach was
applied by teachers dependant on the teacher guide books (this is just an observation
that needs to be investigated and proven) might have created an improper setting of
constructivist learning environments.

Recommendations

This study concluded that both the cooperative learning method and systematic
teaching were effective in enhancing student achievement and retention in social
studies lessons. Based on these results, it is recommended that the cooperative
learning method and systematic teaching be used to enhance academic achievement
and retention of gains in social studies lessons.

According to the research results, the cooperative learning method and the
systematic teaching and constructivist learning approaches were effective in
enhancing student achievement and retention in social studies lessons (except for
control group 2). Teachers teach social studies lessons - and all other lessons (though
this needs research) - following teacher guide books. Based on the results of the
present study, it is recommended that in order to enhance academic achievement and
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retention of gains in social studies lessons, teachers should not confine their lessons
only to the activities in the guide books. Insteand, they should use other approaches,
strategies, methods, and techniques, especially those using the cooperative learning
method and systematic teaching.

It was found that while teaching social studies lessons with the constructivist
approach increased achievement and secured retention in control group 1, it only
increased achievement and failed to guarantee retention in control group 2. This may
be for different reasons, such as the teacher factor. In the present study, lessons in
experiment groups were conducted by the researchers, while lessons in control
groups were conducted by classroom teachers. In the future, research lessons in
experiment and control groups should be conducted by the researcher and the
results should be retested.

It was concluded that using systematic teaching was effective in enhancing
student achievement and retention in social studies lessons. In this context,
considering its contribution to teaching social studies lessons, the systematic teaching
approach should be taken into consideration in curriculum development procedures.

In this study five different techniques belonging to the cooperative learning
method (combining, ask together learn together, student team achievement parts,
learning together, and group inquiry) were used. These techniques were effective in
increasing the success and retention of learning in social studies lessons. In future
research, these different techniques should be used to determine their impact on
learning success and retention. Moreover, the subjects in the teacher guide books that
are compatible with cooperative learning be determined, and teachers can be
informed in detail about which techniques to use to apply the relevant methods.

One finding of the present study was the failure of the constructivist learning
approach in control group 2 to achieve the retention of knowledge. This result
suggests that there may be some drawbacks in implementation of constructivism. In
this context, it can be said that teachers need some in-service training.

References

Adeyemi, B.A. (2008). Effects of cooperative learning and problem-solving strategies
on junior secondary school students' achievement in social studies. Electronic
Journal of Research in Educational Psychology, 6, 691-708.

Alacapinar, F.G. (2002). Effect of programmed instruction on achievement and
retention. Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, 9, 172-185.

Anderson, W.L., Mitchell, SM., & Osgood, M.P. (2005). Comparison of student
performance in cooperative learning and traditional lecture-based biochemistry
classes. Biochemistry and Molecular Biology Education, 33, 387-393.

Brooks, M.G., & Brooks, J.G. (1999). The constructivist classroom. Educational
Leadership, 57(3), 18-24.



Eurasian Journal of Educational Research | 329

Buyukozturk, S., Kilic Cakmak, E., Akgun, O.E., Karadeniz, S., & Demirel, F. (2010).
Bilimsel arastirma yontemleri [Scientific research methods]. Ankara: Pegem
Akademi.

Cooperstein, S. E.,, & Kocevar-Weidinger, E. (2004). Beyond active learning: A
constructivist approach to learning. Reference Services Review, 32(2), 141-148.

Celebi, C. (2006). The Effect of cooperative learning based to constructive approach to
students achievement and attitudes at primary school 5th year social studies lesson.
Unpublished master dissertation. Selcuk University, Konya.

Cetin, K. (2003). The evaluation of teaching the unit of Ataturk’s life in Turkish
revolutionary history and the lesson of Ataturkculuk according to the programmed
learning at primary education with pupils of grade 8. Unpublished master
dissertation. Abant Izzet Baysal University, Bolu.

Eskiturk, M. (2009). The effect of cooperative learning activities which take the base critical
thinking ability to academic success in social science lesson. Unpublished master
dissertation. Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University, Canakkale.

Jonson, D.W., Johnson, R.T., & Holubec, E.J. (1992). Advanced cooperative learning.
Edina, Minnesota: Interaction Book Company.

Johnson D.W., Johnson R.T., & Scott, L. (1978). The Effects of cooperative and
individualized instruction on student attitudes and achievement. The Journal of
Social Psychology, 104, 207-216.

Johnson, D.W., & Johnson R.T. (1999). Making cooperative learning work. Theory into
Practice, 38(2), 67-73.

Johnson D.W., Johnson R.T., & Smith, K.A. (1998). Cooperative learning returns to
college: What evidence is there that it works? Change, 20(4), 26-35.

Johnson D.W., Johnson R.T., & Stanne, M.B. (2000). Cooperative learning methods: A
meta-analysis. http:/ /www.tablelearning.com/uploads/File/ EXHIBIT-B. pdf
(accessed May 5, 2012).

Kapicioglu, M.O.K. (2006). The effectiveness of the systematic teaching. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation. Hacettepe University, Ankara.

Karaoglu, I.B. (1998). The Effects of traditional teaching methods and cooperative learning
on student achievement, retention and classroom management. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation. Dokuz Eylul University, [zmir.

Karasu, Z., & Unlu, M. (2006). The effect of achievement academic of constructive
method in geography education. Marmara Geographical Review, 12, 105-128.

Kocak, M. (2004). The Effects of programmed education on retention and students’ attitude
towards the in the course and effectiveness of social science. Unpublished master
dissertation. Abant izzet Baysal University, Bolu.


http://www.tablelearning.com/uploads/File/%20EXHIBIT-B.%20pdf%20adresinden%2017.%2005
http://www.tablelearning.com/uploads/File/%20EXHIBIT-B.%20pdf%20adresinden%2017.%2005

330 Selma Korkmaz Toklucu & Bayram Tay

Kus, Z., & Karatekin, K. (2009). Isbirligine dayali ogrenmenin sosyal bilgiler dersinde
akademik basari uzerine etkisi [Effects of cooperative learning on academic
achievement in social studies lesson]. Uludag Universitesi Egitim Fakultesi Dergisi,
2, 589-604.

Kucukoglu, A. (2007). The effect of systematic instruction on students’ achievement.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Ataturk University, Erzurum.

Law, Y. (2008). Effects of cooperative learning on second graders learning from text.
Educational Psychology, 28, 567-582.

Memisoglu, H. (2004). The effect of programmed teaching on students' achievement
and retention scores of social sciences geographical subjects at primary schools.
Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, 16, 128-137.

Muijs, D. (2004). Doing quantitative research in education. London: Sage Publications.

Ontas, T. (2010). Effectiveness of the differences between systematic learning and
constructivist approach on the student achievement in elementary social studies course.
Unpublished master dissertation. Hacettepe University, Ankara.

Ozkal, N. (2000). The effects of cooperative learning and traditional teaching methods on
social studies self-concept, attitudes and achievement. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation. Dokuz Eylul University, izmir.

Pas, AK. (2004). Determining teaching of unit of how to reach the Republic as a
programmed teaching at five class of social science lesson. Unpublished master
dissertation. Abant Izzet Baysal University, Bolu.

Perkins, D. (1999). The many faces of constructivism. Educational Leadership, 57 (3), 6-
11.

Piji, D. (2006). The Effects of the accompaniment course program developed in accordance
with the systematic technique on academic success, attitude, competence perception and
permanence. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Marmara University, Istanbul.

Richardson, V. (2003). Constructivist pedagogy. Teachers College Record, 105(9), 1623-
1640.

Sezginsoy, B., & Akkoyunlu, B. (2011). Effectiveness of systematic instruction on the
achievement of history consciousness in social sciences course. H.U. Journal of
Education, 41, 411-422.

Smerdon, B.A., Burkam, D.T., & Lee, V.E. (1999). Access to constructivist and didactic
teaching: who gets it? Where is it practiced? Teachers College Record, 100 (1), 5-34.

Sonmez, V. (2001). Program gelistirmede ogretmen el kitabi [Curriculum Development
Teacher's Handbook]. Ankara: Ani Yayincilik.

Sonmez, V. (2004). Dizgeli egitim [Systematic teaching]. Ankara: Ani Yayincilik.

Sonmez, V. (2010). Sosyal bilgiler ogretimi [Teaching social studies]. Ankara: Ani
Yayincilik.



Eurasian Journal of Educational Research | 331

Takkac, A. (2007). Effectiveness of systematic learning on the achievement of fifth year
primary school students in social studies course. Unpublished master dissertation.
Hacettepe University, Ankara.

Teyfur, E. (2010). The effect of computer aided learning environments organized
according to constructivist perception on student success and their attitude
towards 9th grade geography class. Journal of Kirsehir Education Faculty, 11 (3), 85-
106.

Unal, C, & Celikkaya, T. (2009). The effect of constructive approach on success,
attitude and permanency at the social sciences teaching (5th class example).
Journal of Graduate School of Social Sciences, 13(2), 197-212.

Unal, M. (2010). The Relationship between meta-cognitive learning strategies and
academic  success of university students (Ahi evran university
sample). International Online Journal of Educational Sciences, 2 (3), 840-864.

Walker, 1., & Crogan, M. (1998). Academic performance, prejudice, and the jigsaw
classroom: new pieces to the puzzle. Journal of Community & Applied Social
Psychology, 8, 381-393.

Wheatley, G.H. (1991). Constructivist perspectives on science and mathematics
learning. Science Education, 75 (1), 9-21.

Yildirim, A., & Simsek, H. (2011). Sosyal bilimlerde nitel arastirma yontemleri
[Qualitative research methods in social sciences]. Ankara: Seckin Yayincilik.

Isbirlikli Ogrenme Yontemi ve Dizge Egitimin Sosyal Bilgiler Dersinde
Ogrencilerin Basarisina ve Bilgilerinin Kaliciligina Etkisi

Atf:

Korkmaz Toklucu, S., & Tay, B. (2016). The effect of cooperative learning method and
systematic teaching on students’ achievement and retention of knowledge in
social studies lesson. Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, 66, 315-334
http:/ /dx.doi.org/10.14689/ ejer.2016.66.18

Ozet

Problem Durumu: Yapilandirmaci anlayisa gore hazirlanan sosyal bilgiler dersinde
etkili 6grenme ve 6gretmeyi saglayacak pek cok strateji, yontem ve teknik bir arada
kullanilabilmektedir. =~ Yapilandirmac:t  anlayis  aktif 6grenme  siireclerini
kapsamaktadir. Aktif 6grenme yaklagimlarindan biri isbirlikli 6grenme ve bir digeri
de dizgeli egitim olabilir. Yapilandirmaci 6grenme yaklasimi, isbirlikli 6grenme
yontemi ve dizgeli egitimin temelde ogrencilerin farkli etkinlikler yoluyla ve
ogrenme etkinliklerine katilimlartyla bilgiye ulasabilecekleri, ulasabildikleri bilgileri
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bu yollarla kalic1 hale getirebilecekleri varsayilmaktadir. Bununla birlikte 6grenme
ortamlarinin farkh strateji, yontem ve tekniklerle zenginlestirilmesinin 6grenmeyi
olumlu yonde etkiledigi diistincesinden hareketle yapilandirmaci 6grenme
yaklagiminin, isbirlikli 6grenme yonteminin ve dizgeli egitimin bu baglamda etkili
olabilecegi diistintilmektedir.

Bu arastirma ile yapilandirmact 8grenme yaklasimi, isbirlikli 6grenme yontemi ve
dizgeli egitimin o6grenci basarisina ve Dbilginin kaliciligina  etkisinin
karsilastirilmasimnin egitim 6gretim acisindan onemli oldugu diistiniilmiistiir. Bu
karsilastirma ile Sosyal Bilgiler derslerinin sadece 6gretmen kilavuz kitaplarinda yer
alan etkinliklerle degil isbirlikli 6grenme yontemi ve dizgeli egitim gibi 6grencilere
farkli aktiviteler yapmaya ve boylelikle 6grenilenlerin kaliciligini artirmaya dontik
etkinliklere yer verilmesi gerekliligi bir kez daha go6zler oniine serilmesi
diistintilmiistiir. Arastirmanin sonuglarmin, Sosyal Bilgiler 6gretiminin daha etkili ve
verimli olmasma katkida bulunacagr ve yapilacak arastirmalara kaynaklik
edebilecegi diistiniilmektedir.

Aragtirmamn Amaci: Bu arastirmada isbirlikli 6grenme yontemi, dizgeli egitim ve
yapilandirmaci 6grenme yaklasimina gore 6grenim goren 4. sif Ogrencilerinin
Sosyal Bilgiler dersinde “Yasadigimiz Yer” tinitesiyle ilgili basar1 ve bilgilerinin
kalicilik diizeyleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeyde bir farkhilik olup
olmadig1 betimlenmeye calisilmistir. Bu temel amag¢ dogrultusunda asagidaki
hipotezler test edilmistir:

1. Isbirlikli 6grenme yontemi (deney-1), dizgeli egitim (deney-2) ve
yapilandirmaci 6grenme yaklasimlarma (kontrol-1 ve kontrol-2) gore 6grenim goren
ogrencilerinin deneysel islem 6ncesi ve sonrasi basari diizeyleri arasinda istatistiksel
olarak anlamli diizeyde bir farklilik vardir.

2. Deney ve kontrol gruplarinda dgrencilerinin deneysel islem sonrasi basari
diizeyleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlaml diizeyde bir farklilik yoktur.

3. Deney ve kontrol gruplarinda 6grencilerinin son test basarilari ile edindikleri
bilgilerin kalicilik diizeyleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlaml diizeyde bir farklilik
yoktur.

4. Deney ve kontrol gruplarinda 6grencilerinin edindikleri bilgilerin kalicilik
diizeyleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeyde bir farklilik yoktur.

Arastirmamin Yontemi: Arastirmanin modeli ontest-sontest kontrol gruplu deneysel
desendir. Deney-1 grubunda isbirlikli 6grenme yontemi, deney-2 grubunda dizgeli
egitim, kontrol-1 ve kontrol-2 grubunda ise yapilandirmaci 6grenme yaklagimi
uygulanmistir. Deney ve kontrol gruplarinda toplam 110 6grenci yer almis ve
verilerin ¢oztimlenmesinde bagimli gruplar t testi ve tek yonlii varyans analizinden
yararlanilmustir.

Arastirmamin Bulgulari: Arastirma sonunda elde edilen bulgulara gore, isbirlikli
o6grenme yontemi, dizgeli egitim ve yapilandirmaci 6grenme yaklasimlarinin
ogrencilerin akademik basarilarini artirmada etkili oldugu tespit edilmistir. Deney ve
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kontrol gruplarinin akademik basari son test puanlarinin birbirinden anlamh
diizeyde farkli olmadig1 bulgulanmustir. Isbirlikli 6grenme yontemi, dizgeli egitim ve
yapilandirmaci 6grenme yaklasimlarinin (kontrol-1) 6grencilerin edindikleri bilginin
kaliciligimi  saglamada etkili oldugu ancak kontrol-2 grubunda ogrencilerin
edindikleri bilginin kaliciligint saglamada etkili olmadig: tespit edilmistir.

Aragtirmanin Sonuglart ve Onerileri: Aragtirmada isbirlikli 6grenme yontemi (deney-1),
dizgeli egitim (deney-2) ve yapilandirmaci 6grenme yaklagimlarinin (kontrol-1 ve
kontrol-2) 6grencilerin akademik basarilarini anlamli ve olumlu diizeyde artirdigs,
deney ve kontrol gruplarinin sontest toplam puanlari arasinda anlamli bir farklilik
olmadig1 tespit edilmistir. Bir bagka ifade ile igbirlikli 6grenme, dizgeli egitim ve
yapilandirmaci 6grenme yaklasimlar: 6grenci basarisini olumlu diizeyde artirirken
kendi aralarinda 6grenci basarisini artirmada anlamli diizeyde {istiinliikleri ya da
eksiklikleri bulunmamaktadir.

Bu arastirmada her iki deney grubu ve kontrol-1 grubunda uygulanan isbirlikli
O6grenme yontemi, dizgeli egitim ve yapilandirmaci 6grenme yaklasimlarinin
ogrencilerin edindikleri bilgilerin kaliciiginda olumlu diizeyde etkili oldugu
sonucuna ulasilmustir. Fakat kontrol-2 grubunda uygulanan yapilandirmact 6grenme
yaklasiminin dgrencilerin edindikleri bilgilerin kalicihiginda etkili olmadig1 tespit
edilmistir. Bununla birlikte, deney ve kontrol gruplarina deneysel islemler bittikten 4
hafta sonra uygulanan kalicilik testinden gruplarin aldiklar: toplam puanlar arasinda
anlamli bir fark oldugu sonucuna ulagilmistir. Bu anlamli fark isbirlikli 6grenme
yonteminin uygulandigi deney-1 grubu ile yapilandirmact 6grenme yaklagiminin
uygulandigr kontrol-2 ve dizgeli egitimin uygulandigi deney-2 grubu ile
yapilandirmact 6grenme yaklasimmin uygulandigi kontrol-2 gruplari arasinda
deney-1 ve deney-2 gruplari lehine olmustur.

Arastirmada hem isbirlikli o6grenme yontemi hem dizgeli egitim hem de
yapilandirmaci 6grenme yaklasimi Sosyal Bilgiler dersinde 6grencilerin basarilarini
ve Ogrenilenlerin kaliciligmi artirmada (kontrol-2 grubu haric) etkili oldugu
sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bu sonuctan hareketle Sosyal Bilgiler dersi 6gretiminde
basariy1 artirmada ve ¢grenilenlerin kaliciligimi saglamada yapilandirmaci 6grenme
yaklagiminin yaninda isbirlikli 6grenme yontemi ve dizgeli egitim kullanilabilir.

Arastirma sonucuna gore kontrol-2 grubunda yapilandirmaci 6grenme yaklasimi
ogrenilenlerin kaliciligini artirmada etkili olmamuistir. Bir arastirma sonucuna ihtiyag
duyulmakla birlikte Ogretmenlerin tiim derslerde oldugu gibi Sosyal Bilgiler
dersinde de 6gretmen kilavuz kitaplarna baglh kalarak ders isledikleri gozlenmekte
ve bilinmektedir. Arastirma sonucuna bagli olarak 6gretmenlerin Sosyal Bilgiler
dersinde sadece 6gretmen kilavuz kitaplarinda yer alan etkinliklerle sinirli kalmayip
basta isbirlikli 6grenme ve dizgeli egitim olmak tizere farkli anlayis, yaklasim,
yontem ve teknikleri kullanmalar1 6nerilebilir. Kontrol 2 grubunda ortaya ¢ikan bu
durumun farkli nedenleri olabilir. Bu durumun bir nedeni olarak 6gretmen faktorii
diistiniilebilir. Bu arastirmada deney gruplarinda dersler arastirmaci tarafindan,
kontrol gruplarinda ise smif oOgretmenleri ile yiirtutulmiistir. Yapilacak diger
arastirmalarda deney ve kontrol gruplarinda arastirmaci tarafindan dersler



334 Selma Korkmaz Toklucu & Bayram Tay

yurttultiip sonuglar tekrar test edilebilir. Bununla birlikte bu sonucun
yapilandirmaciligin  uygulanmasinda bazi aksakliklarin oldugunu da gosterdigi
dustintilmektedir. Bu baglamda 6gretmenlerin hizmetici egitime ihtiya¢ duyduklar:
soylenebilir.

Bu arastirmada dizgeli egitimin Sosyal Bilgiler dersinde 6grencilerin basarilarini ve
ogrenilenlerin kaliciligmi artirmada etkili oldugu sonucuna ulagilmistir. Bu
baglamda Sosyal Bilgiler 6gretiminde dizgeli egitimin katkis1 goz oniinde tutularak
program gelistirme asamalarinda bu anlayisin da dikkate alinmasi 6nerilebilir.

Bu arastirmada isbirlikli 6grenme yontemine ait bes farkli teknik (birlestirme, birlikte
soralim birlikte 6grenelim, 6grenci takimlar1 basar1 boltimleri, birlikte 6grenme, grup
arastirmasi) kullanilmistir. Bu teknikler Sosyal Bilgiler dersinde basariy1 ve
ogrenilenlerin kaliciligimi artirmada etkili olmustur. Yapilacak diger arastirmalarda
isbirlikli grenme yontemine ait birden fazla farkl teknik kullanilarak bu tekniklerin
basar1 ve kalicilik {izerine etkisi belirlenebilir. Ayrica 6gretmen kilavuz kitaplarinda
hangi konularin igbirlikli 6grenmeye uygun oldugu belirlenebilir, belirtilen
yontemlerin hangi teknikle verilecegi ayrintilari ile agiklanarak uygulanabilir.

Anahtar Sézciikler: Sosyal bilgiler, isbirlikli 6grenme yontemi, dizgeli egitim,
yapilandirmaci 6grenme yaklasima.



