&USSER

www.sosyalbilgiler.org

Journal of Social Studies Education Research

Sosyal Bilgiler Egitimi Arastirmalari Dergisi 2015: 6(1), 49-83

An Investigation into the Organization Levels of Social Studies Teachers
with regard to Constructivist Learning Environments in Terms of Several

Variables

Hiiseyin (;ahskan1

Abstract

The purpose of this research project was to evaluate the performance and conditions of elementary-level
social studies teachers, and how such variables affect their overall ability to create a constructivist learning
environment. The research group was composed of 241 social studies teachers. A Turkish translation of the
work “Constructivist Learning Environment Scale” by Tenenbaum, Naidu, Jegede & Austin (2001), adapted by
Fer & Cirik (2006), was used as a guide for data collection. This research shows that the teachers were largely
successful in creating the constructivist learning environment, but that by far the most pertinent factor in the
success or failure in creating such an atmosphere is the geographical location of the school in relation to an urban

center.
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Introduction

In an era marked by the constant increase in the amount of information available, it is
important to not make the learner memorize the information, but rather allow the learner to
understand, interpret, and even mentally sieve the comprehended new information, so as to be
able to produce new information through various connections. Within this context, the
learners should primarily acquire high levels of mental skills so that they can make these
connections happen. Educational programmes have been reviewed and restructured in recent
years to achieve these goals for learners. The renewed social studies programme was also
based on the constructivist programme approach.

Constructivism dates back to Socrates, who stated, "knowledge is just a perception”.
However, it also revealed itself in the opinions of the philosopher, Vico, in the 18" century
(Simsek, 2004). It is an approach that came into prominence in the studies of various

researchers such as Piaget, Vygotsky, Asubel, Bruner, Gardner, Von Glasersfeld and
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Habermans in the second half of the 20th century (Simsek, 2004; Ac¢ikgoz, 2003; Watson,
2000; Fosnot, 1996; Kindsvatter, Wilen and Ishler, 1996). Constructivism has been subjected
to certain changes throughout history. Loving (1997) emphasized that this change followed a
course from personal to radical, from radical to social and from social to critical (ref. Ozerbas,
2007). Fosnot (1996) considered constructivism as cognitive and social constructivism.

According to the constructivist approach, learning is a mental process that occurs as a
result of the fact that learners construct the information in their minds (Fosnot, 1996). While
constructivism was previously an approach that tried to explain how learners learn the
information, it has now turned into an approach that tries to explain how learners construct the
information in their minds. In constructivist learning, in which the learners play an active role,
learning is achieved through active participation in the learning process such as discussing,
defending one's opinions, hypothesizing, investigating, and sharing opinions. Interaction of
individuals with each other is important to the process. Crucially, learners do not accept the
information as it is presented; they either reproduce or rediscover it (Perkins, 1999). Learners
use the information they have learned while dealing with the real life problems. It is important
for the constructivist learning environment that learners take responsibility for their own
learning, that is, organize, monitor and evaluate their own learning (Loyens, Rikers and
Schmidt, 2008).

The constructivist learning environment is defined as an environment in which
learners actively participate in real life situations, and problem based situations are created
(Loyens, Rikers and Schmidt, 2007). Social studies is a very suitable subject for creating the
constructivist learning environment because it is a course that is nested in everyday life; it
aims to raise individuals who participate in life efficiently, can make good decisions and
produce solutions to the problems they face (Safran, 2004; MEB, 2005). The aim is to ensure
that learners have attained significant and permanent skills. To ensure the creation of a
constructivist learning environment in social studies courses, the learning should be
associated with individuals' own experiences. Experiences should be gained through living
and exploring things; information should be learned through communication, sharing with
other group members and taking responsibilities; and the newly learned information should be
adapted to new situations and concepts (Crawford and Witte, 1999).

The environments created for a constructivist education should be established in a way
that enables the learners to fashion their individual identities, participate in the research
processes, and organize their own learning environments. The teacher should prepare the

layout, for these practices in this environment should be organized in accordance with the
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needs of the learner. The applied programme should give learners many opportunities for
dealing with real and significant problems (Luke, 2004). Within this context, a social studies
course that includes real-life information enables the learners to effectively deal with real and
significant problems in accordance with their own needs. The learners in the educational
environments are organized in such way in order to take the opportunity to verify the
information that they previously constructed in their minds, correct any mistakes, and even
give up on the previous information and replace it (Yasar, 1998). Tenenbaum Naidu, Jegede
and Austin (2001) define the basic properties of the constructivist learning environment as
discussions and debates, cognitive conflicts, sharing thoughts, materials and resources to take
to solution, and motivating for concept exploration and reflection.

It is true that a positive learning environment does not only facilitate the application of
all programmes in general, but it also increases the programmes’ achievement. Teachers play
an important role in the application of the programmes. A teacher with a constructivist
approach has three important duties: providing guidance, assessment and evaluation, and
creating a constructivist learning environment. Teachers who have a primary role in creating a
constructivist learning environment should help learners to construct their own knowledge,
realize their mistakes, process and refine the prior knowledge, and interact with other
individuals and information sources. Teachers should support individual constructions, warn
learners when necessary, but also avoid managing the situation harshly; learners should be
encouraged to be tolerant towards different perspectives. Accordingly, it can be said that a
teachers' function revolves around which learning will be encouraged in the learning
environment, identifying problems and solving them through cooperation with the learners
(Simsek, 2004).

Appropriate learning environments should be created so that the social studies
programme, which is renewed based on a constructivist approach, can become successful.
Social studies teachers have great responsibilities in creating appropriate environments.
Despite the social studies course including real-life information, the learning environments in
which it is taught should be enriched so that the information to be learned makes sense in the
context of the learners' lives, since many subjects of the course are abstract. It is highly
important within this context to identify the benefits of applying constructivism to a social
studies programme, and assess social studies teachers' positive and negative attributes when
creating a constructive learning environment in classrooms. It would be possible through this
evaluation to identify certain missing aspects of the social studies teachers in creating a

constructivist learning environment, and take precautions for improvement.
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Much research has been conducted to reveal teachers' opinions on the programmes and
the constructivist learning approach, identify the roles of teachers, and establish the problems
in the applications (Goziitok, Akgiin and Karacaoglu, 2005; Gémleksiz, 2005; Ozdemir, 2005;
Korkmaz, 2006; Tatli, 2007; Ekici, 2007; Gémleksiz, 2007; Karadag, Deniz, Korkmaz and
Deniz, 2008; Cift¢i, Stimbiil and Koksal, 2013). The research groups have been mainly
composed of primary and secondary school teachers. Certain surveys have been performed on
social studies teachers creating a learning environment (Scott and Hanafin, 2000; Pedersen
and Liu, 2003; Marra, 2005); however, such research has included the opinions of all
teachers, instead of those of social studies teachers specifically. In their descriptive studies,
Journell (2009) mentions the recommendations for what can be done to increase the use of
computer-based learning by secondary school social studies teachers. Meanwhile, Ehman
(2002) addresses the reason why teachers are reluctant to adopt information technology. It has
been seen that research conducted to reveal social studies teachers' opinions on the
constructivist learning environment, especially regarding the creation of a constructivist
learning environment, have fallen short. A few surveys conducted on the subject of creating a
constructivist learning environment (Yilmaz, 2006; Aglagiil, 2009; Diindar, Kabapinar and
Deniz, 2011) have also included class teachers as the research group. In their qualitative
research, Kaya (2008) and Scott (2008) investigated the opinions of social studies/history
teachers on student-oriented teaching. Ocak (2012) evaluated the creation of constructivist
learning environments by teachers in their classrooms according to the opinions of teachers
and teacher candidates of different branches. In their research, Lucey, Shifflet and Weilbacher
(2014) compared and examined the applications and beliefs of preschool, primary and
secondary school social studies teachers within the context of the teacher- and student-
oriented education. This is an original study because it directly aims to identify social studies
teachers' qualities when creating a constructivist learning environment and determine whether
these qualities differ according to teachers' sex, seniority, field of undergraduate degree
(history, geography, social studies) and place of duty. The following research was conducted
to identify the benefits of creating a constructivist learning environment for the subject of
social studies regarding teachers working at secondary schools in different Turkish cities, and
investigate their relationship with several variables. Within this context, the answers to the
following questions were sought:

1. How proficient are secondary school social studies teachers' at creating a

constructivist learning environment?
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2. Does the proficiency of secondary school social studies teachers creating a
constructivist learning environment differ according to their sex, seniority, field of

undergraduate degree, and place of duty?

Method

Research Model

The relational screening model (of the general screening model) was used as the
research model. The general screening models are the screening adjustments made on the
whole population, or a sample of it, in order to pass a general judgment on the population,
provided that it is composed of a great number of elements. The relational screening model is
a model used in the research that aims to identify the covariance among two or more variables
and/or the degree of this covariance (Karasar, 2005). This research was designed in the
relational screening model because social studies teachers' ability to organize a constructivist

learning environment is compared by using several various variables.

Research Group

The research group is composed of 214 social studies teachers, who participated in the
course “Introduction to the Teaching Program”, organized by the Turkish Ministry of
Education in Bursa, Erzurum, Bilecik and Yalova. Some attributes of the teachers in the

research group are shown in Table.

Table 1
The Attributes of the Research Group

Attributes f %
Sex Male 174 72.20
Female 67 27.80
Province 96 39.83
District 91 37.76
Place of Duty Town 28 11.62
Village 26 10.79
. Social Studies 115 47.72
gleek:ec;f Undergraduate History 94 3900
g Geography 32 13.28
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When Table 1 is examined, 174 (72.2%) of the teachers participated in the research are
male while 67 (27.8%) of them are female; 96 (39.83%) of them serve in the cities, 91
(37.76%) serve in counties, 28 (11.62%) serve in towns, and 26 (10.79%) serve in villages, all
at secondary schools. In addition, 115 (47.72%) of the teachers were specialized in social
studies, 94 (39.0%) in history, and 32 (13.28%) in geography.

Data Collecting Tool

The "Constructivist Learning Environment Scale (CLES)" (Teacher Form) by
Tenenbaum, Naidu, Jegede & Austin (2001), translated and adapted into Turkish by Fer &
Cirik (2006), was used in the research. The scale was composed of seven factors - discussions
and debates (5 items), cognitive conflicts (3 items), sharing thoughts (4 items), materials and
resources to take to solution (3 items), motivating for concept exploration and reflection (6
items), satisfying the needs of learner (5 items), and making meaning and real-life examples
(4 items) - and total 30 items of 5-point Likert type (Tenenbaum, Naidu, Jegede and Austin,
2001; Fer and Cirik, 2006). The Turkish form of the scale, adapted into English by Fer and
Cirik (2006), was applied to 234 class teachers, who teach at 23 different elementary schools
in the European side of Istanbul. It was found, as a result of the structure validity test, that the
mutual variance of 30 items in the scale varied between .51 and .86 and the factor loads varied
between .44 and .90. The amount of variance explained by five factors was found to be 64%.
In the structure validity test performed, based upon the factors without excluding any items
because each factor was independent in the original scale, it was determined that the factor
load values of the scale factors varied between .76 and .95. The Cronbach's Alpha reliability
coefficient of each factor varied between .89 and .94. For the whole scale, the Cronbach's
Alpha reliability coefficient was found to be .95. Because the scale was tested on the class
teachers and it has been a long time since the adaptation process, it was applied again, with
validity and reliability analyses, over the collected data for this research. It was found, as a
result of the structure validity test without excluding any items, that 30 items of the scale were
grouped under two factors. 27 factors belonged to the first factor while 3 items were in the
second factor; their mutual variance varied between .46 and .83, and the factor load values
varied between .47 and .86, and explained 40% of total variance. It was seen, as a result of the
structure validity test performed with the factors, taking the original scale into consideration,
that the factor load values of the scale factors varied between .66 and .86, and explained 54%
of total variance. It was also determined that Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency

coefficients of the sub-factors of the scale applied to this research group varied between .70
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and .84. For the whole scale, the Cronbach's Alpha reliability coefficient was found to be .91.
Since the fact that the reliability coefficient calculated for a psychological test was .70 and
surpassed the condition of sufficiency for the test reliability at a high level, it can be said that

this measuring tool is an objective one.

Analysis of Data

Data obtained from the social studies teachers, who serve at several secondary schools
in Turkey, was transferred to the SPSS software package by the researcher. Social studies
teachers' ability to create a constructivist learning environment was addressed as a dependent
variable. The independent variables are sex, seniority, field of undergraduate degree, and
place of duty. T-test and one-way variance analyses were performed to determine whether
social studies teachers' abilities to provide the constructivist learning environment varied
depending on the aforementioned independent variables. The arithmetic mean, standard
deviation and p values were taken into consideration while testing the research questions. The
significance level was considered to be .05. The scale sub-factors that did not have any
significant difference were not included in the results of the study so as to not occupy
unnecessary space. The normality assumptions were tested before performing all said
analysis, and accordingly, it was decided via the Levene's test whether the parametric tests
would be used.

Table 2
Results of Levene's Test for Social Studies Teachers' Ability to Organize the Constructivist

Learning Environment

. Levene's
Variable Statistical Value sdl sd2 P
Sex 1.18 1 239 .28
Seniority .35 3 237 .79
Field of Undergraduate Degree 2.62 2 238 .08
Place 33 3 237 81

When Table 2 is examined, it is seen that the variances of all variables are
homogenous according to Levene's statistical results, obtained to determine whether the
variances of the average scores concerning social studies teachers' ability to organize a
constructivist learning environment are homogenous based on sex, seniority, field of
undergraduate degree and place of duty (p>.05). According to these results, parametric tests

were used in the analyses performed for all variables.
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Findings

In this section, findings obtained as a result of the statistical analyses conducted in

accordance with the purposes of the research are declared.

Table 3

Descriptive Statistics for Social Studies Teachers' Levels of Organizing the Constructivist

Learning Environment

Factors of CLES N X S

Discussion and Debating 241 4.15 54
Cognitive Conflict 241 2.66 81
Sharing Thoughts 241 3.86 .60
Materials and Resources to Take to Solution 241 3.38 73
Motivating for Concept Exploration and Reflection 241 3.71 .59
Satisfying the Needs of Learner 241 3.72 .61
Making Meaning and Real-Life Examples 241 4.08 57
Total 241 3.70 44

When Table 3 is examined, “Discussion and Debating” was found to be the most

frequent (X =4.15) sub-factor used by social studies teachers in the creation of a

constructivist learning environment in their classrooms. Teachers also consistently employed

sub-factors: the “Meaning Arrangement and Relating to Real Life” ( X =4.08) and “Sharing

Thoughts” ( X =3.86). However, the "Cognitive Conflict” ( X =2.66) was the least frequently

encountered sub-factor. When the teachers were evaluated on the basis of their total scores

for creating the constructivist learning environment, their average was 3.70.

Table 4

Results of t-Test for Social Studies Teachers' Ability to Organize the Constructivist Learning

Environment According to Sex

Factors of CLES Sex N X S sd t p

Discussion and Debating E/T;T;Ie 16774 jig g(l) 239 .031 .975
Cognitive Conflict E/‘;’;T:'e 16774 ;g? ;g 239 296 .767
Sharing Thoughts Eﬁ;‘:'e 16774 g:gg gg 239 427 670
IR T fole 058 2 1o
Motivating for Concept Female 67 3.67 .69 239 571 569
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Exploration and Reflection Male 174 3.72 .56

Satisfying the Needs of Learner ';:;T:Ie 16774 g?é g; 239 1501 .135
l%/lxaal;l]npgiel\s/leanmg and Real-Life I;:;T:Ie 16774 jgg gé 939 715 475
Total E/Ieg:'e 16774 g% :32 239 729 467

When Table 4 is examined, it is seen that scores of the teachers in creating a
constructivist learning environment did not pose any significant difference according to sex,
based on the sub-factors and the total score [p>.05]. It can also be said that the average scores
of male and female teachers in creating a constructivist learning environment were very close

to each other, both in terms of the sub-factors and the total score.

Table 5
Results of ANOVA for Social Studies Teachers' Ability to Organize the Constructivist

Learning Environment According to Seniority

Factors . _ .

of CLES Seniority N X S sd F p  Discrepancy
1-5 years 60 3.68 .45

Total 6-10 years 105 3.70 A7 3 685 562 _
11-15 years 52 3.69 .39

16 years and above 24 382 44

When Table 5 is examined, no significant difference was found in the scores of
secondary school social studies teachers in creating a constructivist learning environment

according to seniority based on the sub-factors and the total score [p>.05].

Table 6
Results of ANOVA for Social Studies Teachers' Ability to Organize the Constructivist

Learning Environment According to Field of Undergraduate Degree

Factors of Field of — :

CLES Undergraduate N X S sd F p Discrepancy
Degree

Materials and Social Studies 115 3.25 .79 Soc. Stud.-

Resources to History 94 349 .67 2 3614 .028 History, Soc.

Take to Solution  Geography 32 353 .65 Stud.- Geog.
Social Studies 115 3.69 47

Total History 04 372 42 2 1150 318 ]

57



Journal of Social Studies Education Research 2015: 6(1), 49-83

Geography 32 380 .32

The field of their undergraduate degree only made a significant difference in the
average scores of secondary school social studies teachers in creating a constructivist learning
environment for the sub-factor of “Materials and Resources to Take to Solution” [F-
238)=3.614, p<.05], No significant difference was seen in other sub-factors and the total score
[p>.05]. The Post Hoc-LCD test, performed to determine which field of undergraduate
degree was the cause of the difference, revealed that there was a difference between social
studies teachers and history teachers, and social studies teachers and geography teachers; this

difference is against the social studies teachers.

Table 7
Results of ANOVA for Social Studies Teachers' Ability to Organize the Constructivist

Learning Environment According to Place of Duty

E?_céosrs of Place N X S sd F p Discrepancy
Materials and Province 96 3.34 73
Resourcesto  District 91 3.55 .70 — .
Take to Town 28 395 76 3 3.547 .015 District-Village
Solution Village 26 3.08 74
Satisfying the Pr_ovi_nce 96 3.69 .62 o
District 91 3.85 .59 District-Town,
Needs of 3 2816 .040 - .
Learner Town 28 3.54 Y District-Village
Village 26 3.57 .65
Province 96 3.70 42
District 91 3.80 42 Province-Village,
Total Town 28 363 19 3 4.818 .003 District-Village
Village 26 3.45 44

When Table 7 is examined, the average scores of secondary school social studies
teachers in creating a constructivist learning environment exhibited a significant difference
according to the place of duty, as measured by “Materials and Resources to Take to Solution”,
“Satisfying the Needs of Learner”, and grand total scores [Fs.237=3.547, p<.05; F(3-237=2.816,
p<.05; F(3.237)=4.818, p<.05, respectively]. No significant differences were seen in other sub-
factors [p>.05]. The Post Hoc-LCD test was applied to find which places of duty were the
causes of the differences. As a result, it was found that teachers working in central districts
emphasized the sub-factor, "Materials and Resources to Take to Solution™, in creating a

constructivist learning environment more than teachers working in villages. It was also
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determined that teachers working in central districts favored the sub-factor, "Satisfying the
Needs of Learner”, in creating a constructivist learning environment more than teachers
working in villages and towns. It was found that social studies teachers working in villages
had lower organizational levels of creating a constructivist learning environment than social
studies teachers working in central cities and districts, as measured by the averages of the

grand total score.

Discussion, Results and Recommendations

Without doubt, it is important that teachers create a constructivist learning
environment, and teach lessons in this environment, so that the renewed programmes can be
applied successfully and the desired goals can be achieved. In the research, it was found that
social studies teachers' organizational levels of creating a constructivist learning environment
through discussions and debates, cognitive conflicts, sharing thoughts, materials and resources
to take to solution, motivating for concept exploration and reflection, satisfying the needs of
learner, and making meaning and real-life examples were very high. This result is in line with
the research results (Ocak, 2012; Aglagiil, 2009; Yilmaz, 2006) concerning the classroom
teachers in regard to constructivist learning environments. Aglagiil (2009) concluded that
class teachers created the constructivist learning environment in the social studies course (in a
general sense) at a high level. Ocak (2012), however, concluded that participating teachers
thought that they created the constructivist classroom environment, but the teachers who
observed them did not agree with this. On the other hand, Kaya (2008) found, in the study
concerning the social studies teachers, that teachers' opinions on student-oriented teaching
were positive. The conclusion of much research that teachers did not see themselves as
adequate for applying the constructivist programme approach (Goziitok, Akgiin and
Karacaoglu, 2005; Gomleksiz, 2005; Ozdemir, 2005; Korkmaz, 2006; Gémleksiz, 2007;
Karadag, Deniz, Korkmaz and Deniz, 2008) contradicts the result of this research. However,
this contradiction can be explained through the characteristics of the research group, or the
fact that social studies teachers gain experience in teaching lessons using the constructivist
approach over time.

Another result, obtained in this research, is that social studies teachers used
activities/applications for using the method of cognitive conflict in establishing the learning
environment less than the other factors. In their researches, Ocak (2012), Aglagiil (2009) and
Yilmaz (2006) concluded that teachers used activities for creating cognitive conflict, in

establishing the learning environment, less than the other dimensions. The reason for social
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studies teachers’ underuse of cognitive conflict in their organizations of constructivist
environment could be a result of their incomplete understanding of the items related to this
factor, or their perception of students experiencing conflict in their classes as a negative
situation. However, given that the thought that students will acquire various high-level skills
such as critical thinking, questioning, thinking in different dimensions and comprehending the
concepts in real terms in the constructivist learning environment, it is clearly important that
students should have cognitive conflicts in the courses. Within this context, it may contribute
to the organization of a constructivist learning environment if teachers were to be informed,
via in-service trainings to be provided on the programmes or constructivism, about what
cognitive conflict is, and how it should be used in the courses.

In this research, sex and seniority did not significantly affect the social studies
teachers’ ability to organize a constructivist environment. It can be concluded from this result
that neither the teachers' sex, nor their seniority, are factors that impact their organization of a
constructivist learning environment. The difference according to sex and seniority in the
research agrees with the results obtained by Aglagiil (2009). However, in the research by
Kabapiar and Deniz (2011) on social studies teachers, the finding that female teachers had a
more constructivist approach than male teachers contradicts the result of this study. The result
that Tatli (2007) and Yilmaz (2006) obtained in their research, which is that class teachers'
organization of a constructivist learning environment in the science and technology course did
not differ according to sex and seniority, has similarities with the results of this research. The
fact that Diindar, Kabapinar and Deniz (2011) found, in their study on social studies teachers,
that experienced teachers have higher and more significant organizational levels of creating a
constructivist learning environment than less-experienced teachers (10 years or below) is a
very interesting result. The finding obtained by Ocak (2012) that there was a significant
difference in creating a constructivist classroom environment in terms of seniority contradicts
this result of this research. The difference, especially in the seniority variable, can be expected
to be in favor of less experienced teachers who comprehended and adopted the constructivist
approach. In other words, teachers who recently graduated from university were not
encountered in this research. The reason for this situation could be that novice teachers cannot
put the theoretical knowledge they have into practice adequately.

It was determined, as a result of this research, that the circumstances of organizing a
constructivist learning environment in the classes of social studies teachers did not reveal any
significant difference related to the field of the teachers’ undergraduate studies. However, in

the “materials and resources to take to solution” sub-factor, a significant difference against
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social studies teachers was detected. The fact that teachers' fields of undergraduate degree
were history, geography or social studies did not have any impact in their ability to create a
constructivist learning environment. However, it can be said that history and geography
teachers may attach more importance to materials and resources in creating a constructivist
learning environment, as they utilize these tools in being more solution-oriented in
comparison to social studies teachers. It can be said that history and geography teachers are
more experienced in recognizing and using the resources and materials than social studies
teachers because they have more seniority. Given that younger teachers are more open and
adapt faster to innovation (Tezcan, 1995), this result may seem to be the exact opposite of the
expected result. The reason behind this result may be that the research group was composed
of teachers who participated in in-service training and were open to, and enthusiastic about,
innovation. Therefore, the same subject could be studied with a more heterogeneous research
group through comparison of the results. However, it was determined that teachers' abilities to
organize a constructivist learning environment did not differ significantly as a result of the
field of the teachers’ undergraduate studies.

This research found that social studies teachers' levels of organizing a constructivist
learning environment revealed a significant difference according to place of duty. This
difference was against teachers who served at villages. It was also determined that there were
significant differences in the subfactors "materials and resources to take to solution” and
"meeting the needs of learner" according to place of duty. Accordingly, the direction of
significant differences was against social studies teachers working in towns and villages.
Ekinci (2007) states that programmes prepared in accordance with the constructivist approach
of social studies teachers do not take village conditions into account. Brooks and Brooks
(1999), Honebein (1996) and Windschitl (2002) argue that teachers need to shape the course
in accordance with the wishes and needs of the students, and change the current teaching
strategies. They must lay stress on student issues and use other resources and materials that
facilitate student interaction, as well as raw data and basic resources for constructivist
learning environments. However, it can be said that these conditions can be better provided in
places with better facilities. Accordingly, it can be concluded that social studies teachers who
work in city centers (province and district), where the facilities are better, have higher levels
of organizing a constructivist learning environment than teachers who work in rural areas
(town and village). Within this context, it can be said that teachers who work in districts use
the opportunities and professional experience they have (teachers who work in city centers are

generally more senior) in organizing the constructivist learning environment.
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Ensuring a constructivist learning environment requires appropriate environmental
conditions: an abundance of instruments at schools. In other words, the school must have the
necessary equipment for teaching. It can be concluded that the fact that village schools do not
have enough of such facilities negatively impacts their social studies teachers in organizing
the constructivist learning environment. Conditions at rural schools should be enhanced and
they should be provided with necessary equipment to eliminate the difference between city
teachers and rural-area teachers. The fact that teachers who work at rural area schools are
mostly inexperienced, and do not exactly know the interests and wishes of their students, may
cause such differences between teachers. The internship practices during the undergraduate
programme could include longer service in the areas that have different conditions so that new
teachers can acquaint themselves both with the area and its students. This may help them to
acquire the necessary experience before they start teaching professionally, making it easier for
them to adapt to different situations.

In the light of these results, it can be said that social studies teachers have very high
ability levels of organizing a constructivist learning environment. This is important for
applying the programmes successfully and achieving the desired goals. However, rural-area
(village, town) teachers have lower organizational levels than teachers who work in city
centers (province, district). This problem requires heavy thinking and taking precautions

toward enhancing the conditions in rural areas in the future.
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Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmenlerinin Yapilandirmaci Ogrenme Ortamlarim

Diizenleme Diizeylerinin Cesitli Degiskenlere Gore incelenmesi

Hiiseyin Caliskan®

Ozet: Arastirma, ortaokullarda gérev yapan sosyal bilgiler dgretmenlerinin yapilandirmaci égrenme ortamlarini
diizenleme diizeylerinin ¢esitli degiskenlere gore farklilik gosterip gdstermedigini ortaya ¢ikarmak amaciyla
gerceklestirilmistir. Arastirma grubunu 241 sosyal bilgiler 6gretmeni olusturmustur. Veri toplama araci olarak

Tenenbaum, Naidu, Jegede ve Austin (2001) tarafindan gelistirilmis, Fer ve Cirik (2006) tarafindan Tiirk¢eye

Y

cevrilerek uyarlanan “Yapilandirmaci Ogrenme Ortamu Olgegi” kullamlmistir. Arastirmanin sonucunda, sosyal
bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamini diizenleme diizeyleri olduk¢a yiiksek bulunmustur.
Ayrica sosyal bilgiler dgretmenlerinin yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamini diizenleme diizeyleri cinsiyetlerine,
kidemlerine ve mezuniyet alanlarmna goére anlamli diizeyde farklilagmadigi ancak gorev yapilan yerlesim

birimine gore farklilagtig1 tespit edilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Social studies, teacher, constructivist learning environments

Giris

Bilginin siirekli bir sekilde arttigi bu ¢agda, 6nemli olan 6grenene bilgiyi ezberletmek
degildir. Ogrenenin bilgiyi anlamasi, yorumlamas: hatta kavranilan yeni bilgiyi zihinsel
stizgecinden gegirerek cesitli baglantilarla yeni bilgiler iiretebilmesidir. Bu baglamda
Ogrenenin bunlar1 gerceklestirebilmesi i¢in {list diizey zihinsel becerileri kazanmis olmasi
gerekmektedir. Ogrenenler iizerinde bu hedeflenenlerin gerceklestirilebilmesi igin son yillarda
egitim programlar1 gozden gegirilerek yeniden yapilandirilmistir. Yenilenen sosyal bilgiler
programlarinda da yapilandirmaci program anlayis1 esas alinmistir.

En eski kokeni, “Bilginin sadece alg1” oldugunu ifade eden Socrates’e dayandirilan
yapilandirmacilik, 18. yilizyilda felsefeci Vico’nun goriislerinde de kendini gdstermistir
(Simsek, 2004). 20. yiizyilin ikinci yarisindan itibaren Piaget, Vygotsky, Asubel, Bruner,
Gardner, Von Glasersfeld ve Habermans gibi arastirmacilarin ¢alismalariyla ortaya ¢ikan bir
yaklagimidir (Simsek, 2004; Acikgoz, 2003; Watson, 2000; Fosnot, 1996; Kindsvatter, Wilen
ve Ishler, 1996). Yapilandirmacilik bu siire¢ esnasinda bir takim degisiklikler ge¢irmistir.

Loving (1997) bu degisimin kisiselden radikale, radikalden sosyale ve sosyalden elestirele
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dogru bir seyir izledigini vurgulamistir (Akt. Ozerbas, 2007). Fosnot (1996) ise
yapilandirmaciligi biligsel ve sosyal yapilandirmacilik seklinde degerlendirmistir.

Yapilandirmaci anlayisa gore Ogrenme, zihinsel bir siirectir ve Ogrenenin bilgiyi
zihninde yapilandirmasit sonucu gergeklesir (Fosnot, 1996). Yapilandirmacilik oOnceleri
Ogrenenlerin bilgiyi nasil 6grendiklerini agiklamaya calisan bir yaklagim iken daha sonralari
Ogrenenlerin bilgiyi zihinde nasil yapilandirdiklarini agiklamaya caligan bir yaklagim halini
almistir. Ogrenenin etkin rol aldig1 yapilandirmaci grenmede sadece okumak ve dinlemek
yerine tartigma, fikirleri savunma, hipotez kurma, sorgulama ve fikirler paylagsma gibi
Ogrenme siirecine etkin katilim yoluyla o6grenme gergeklestirilir. Siirecte bireylerin
birbirleriyle etkilesimi 6nemlidir. Ogrenenler, bilgiyi oldugu gibi kabul etmezler, bilgiyi
kendileri olusturur ya da tekrar kesfederler (Perkins, 1999). Ogrenen, 6grendigi bilgiyi her
tiirlii gergek yasam problemleriyle basa ¢ikmada kullanir. Ogrenenlerin kendi dgrenmelerinde
sorumlu olmas1 yani kendi Ogrenmesini diizenlemesi, izlemesi ve degerlendirmesi
yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortami i¢in olduk¢a dnemlidir (Loyens, Rikers ve Schmidt, 2008).

Yapilandirmact O0grenme ortami, Ogrenenlerin ger¢cek yasam durumlarina etkin
katiliminin saglandig1 ve probleme dayali durumlarin olusturuldugu bir ortam (Loyens, Rikers
ve Schmidt, 2007) olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Sosyal bilgilerin de yasamla ice ige bir ders
olmasi1 ve yasama etkin bir sekilde katilan, dogru kararlar alabilen ve karsilasmis oldugu
sorunlara ¢6ziim iretebilen bireyler yetistirmeye amaglamasi (Safran, 2004; MEB, 2005) gibi
hususlardan dolay1 yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortaminin olusturulmasina olduk¢a uygun bir
derstir. Boyle bir ortamda amag, dgrenenlere kazanimlarin anlamli ve kalict bir sekilde
kazandirilmasidir. Sosyal bilgiler derslerinde yapilandirmaci bir 6grenme ortaminin
saglanabilmesi i¢in 6grenme, bireyin kendi deneyimleriyle iliskilendirilmeli, deneyimler;
yasayarak, kesfederek yaparak Ogrenilmeli, isbirligi i¢inde grup iiyeleri arasinda iletisim
kurarak, paylasarak, sorumluluk alarak Ogrenilmeli ve ogrenilen bilgiler yeni durum ve
kavramlara uyarlanmalidir (Crawford ve Witte, 1999).

Yapilandirmact bir egitim i¢in olusturulmus ortamlar, Ogrenenlerin bireysel
kimliklerini gelistirmelerine, arastirma siireclerine katilmalarina ve 6grenme ¢evrelerini
diizenlemelerine imkan verecek sekilde diizenlenmelidir. Ayrica ortamdaki uygulamalar i¢in
hazirlanan diizen, 6grenenin ihtiyaclar1 yoniinde diizenlenmis olmalidir. Uygulanan program
da Ogrenenlere ger¢ek ve anlamli problemlerle ¢alismak igin bol bol firsatlar vermelidir
(Luke, 2004). Bu baglamda gercek hayata dair bilgileri igeren bir ders olan sosyal bilgiler
dersi de dgrenenlere, kendi ihtiyaclart dogrultunsa gercek ve anlamli problemlerle etkin bir

sekilde caligma imkani saglar. Bu sekilde diizenlenmis egitimsel ortamlarda G6grenenler,
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zihinlerinde daha once yapilandirdiklar bilgilerin dogrulugunu sinama, yanlislarini diizeltme
ve hatta onceki bilgilerinden vazgecerek yerine yenilerini koyma firsatlari elde ederler (Yasar,
1998). Tenenbaum Naidu, Jegede ve Austin (2001), yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortaminin temel
Ozelliklerini tartigmalar ve goriismeler, kavramsal c¢eliskiler, diisiinceleri digerleriyle
paylasma, materyal ve kaynaklarla ¢6zlime ulasma, yansitma ve kavramlar1 kesfetmeye
motive olma olarak belirtmislerdir.

Olumlu bir 6grenme ortami, genelde tiim programlarin 6zelde ise sosyal bilgiler
programlarinin uygulanmasini kolaylastirdigi gibi basariyr artirdigi da bir gergektir.
Programlarin uygulamasinda 6gretmenlerin yeri olduk¢a dnemlidir. Yapilandirmaci anlayisa
sahip bir 6gretmenin rehberlik yapma, 6lgme degerlendirmeyi gerceklestirme ve 6grenme
ortamini olusturma gibi ii¢ 6nemli gorevi vardir. Yapilandirmact bir 6grenme ortaminin
olugsmasinda birincil bir role sahip olan Ogretmenler, O6grenenlerin kendi bilgilerini
yapilandirmasina, hatalarini fark etmesine, on bilgilerini isleyerek rafine etmesine, diger
bireylerle ve bilgi kaynaklar ile etkilesime girmesine yardimci olmalidir. Ogretmenler
bireysel yapilandirmalari desteklemeli, gerektiginde uyarmali fakat siireci kat1 bir sekilde
yonetmekten kacinmalidir. Ogrenenlerin degisik bakis acilar igin toleransli olmalarim
ozendirmelidir. Buna gore, oOgretmenlerin  islevi daha ¢ok 6grenme ortaminin
diizenlenmesinde hangi 6grenmelerin tesvik edilecegi ve farkli ¢6ztimler igin tizerinde birlikte
caligilarak problemlerin belirlenmesi ile ilgili (Simsek, 2004) oldugu soylenebilir.

Yapilandirmaci bir anlayis temel alinarak yenilenen sosyal bilgiler programinin
bagaril1 bir sekilde uygulanabilmesi i¢in 6ncelikle uygun 6grenme ortamlarinin hazirlanmasini
gerektirmektedir. Uygun ortamlarin olusturulmasinda ise sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerine biiyiik
gorevler diismektedir. Her ne kadar sosyal bilgiler dersi hayatin i¢inden bilgileri iceren bir
ders olsa da birgok konusu soyut oldugu igin Ogrenilecek olan bilgilerin 6grencilerin
yagsamlarinda anlamli hale getirmek i¢in 6grenme ortamlarin1 zenginlestirmesi gerekmektedir.
Bu baglamda sosyal bilgiler programinin uygulamalarindaki mevcut durumunu ve sosyal
bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin derslerinde yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamlarini olusturmaya iliskin
olumlu ve olumsuz durumlarim tespit etmek olduk¢a 6nemlidir. Ortaya konulan bu durumla
ogretmenlerin sosyal bilgiler programlarimin uygulanmasinda yapilandirmact 6grenme
ortamlarint diizenlemede eksik kalan yonlerinin neler oldugu tespit edilerek iyilestirmeye
yonelik tedbirler alinmasi miimkiin olabilecektir.

Alan yazin incelediginde Ogretmenlerin programlara ve yapilandirmaci 6grenme
yaklasgimina yonelik goriislerini ortaya ¢ikarmak, Ogretmen rollerini belirlemek ve

uygulamalardaki problemleri tespit etmek ic¢in birgok arastirma (Goziitok, Akgiin ve
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Karacaoglu, 2005; Gémleksiz, 2005; Ozdemir, 2005; Korkmaz, 2006; Tatli, 2007; Ekici,
2007; Gomleksiz, 2007; Karadag, Deniz, Korkmaz ve Deniz, 2008; Cift¢i, Stimbiil ve Koksal,
2013) yapilmistir. Yapilan bu arastirmalarda arastirma grubu daha ¢ok ilk ve ortaokullardaki
ogretmenler, c¢ogunluklada smif ogretmenleridir. Ogretmenlerin  6grenme ortamlarini
diizenleme durumlarina iligkin yapilmis birtakim arastirmalara (Scott ve Hanafin, 2000;
Pedersen ve Liu, 2003; Marra, 2005) rastlanmis lakin bu arastirmalarda sosyal bilgiler
Ogretmenleri lizerine degil tim Ogretmenlerin goriiglerine yonelik gergeklestirilmistir.
Journell (2009) ortaokul sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin derslerinde bilgisayar temelli 6gretimi
kullanimlarin1 artirmak i¢in yapilabileceklerle ilgili onerilerini ve Ehman (2002) ise bilisim
teknolojilerini ni¢in benimsemediklerini iceren betimsel aragtirmalar yapmiglardir. Sosyal
bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin yapilandirmaci 6grenme yaklagimia oOzellikle de yapilandirmaci
O0grenme ortamini diizenlemeye yonelik goriislerini ortaya c¢ikarmak icin yapilan
aragtirmalarin oldukca yetersiz oldugu goriilmiistiir. Yapilandirmaci O0grenme ortamin
diizenlenmesine yonelik var olan bir kag arastirmada (Yilmaz, 2006; Aglagiil, 2009; Diindar,
Kabapmar ve Deniz, 2011) yine sinif 6gretmenleri tizerinde gergeklestirilmistir. Kaya (2008)
ve Scott (2008) nitel arastirmaya dayali gergeklestirdikleri arastirmalarinda 6grenci merkezli
ogretime yonelik sosyal bilgiler/tarih 6gretmenlerinin goriislerini incelemislerdir. Ocak (2012)
ise, yapmis oldugu ¢alismada 6gretmenlerin derslerinde yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamlarini
olusturmasin1 farkli branglardan Ogretmen ve Ogretmen adaylarinin goriiglerine gore
degerlendirmistir. Lucey, Shifflet ve Weilbacher (2014) da yapmis olduklar1 aragtirmada
okuldncesi, ilkokul ve ortaokul sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin uygulama ve inanglarini
ogretmen ve 6grenci merkezli egitim baglaminda karsilastirarak incelemislerdir. Yapilan bu
arastirmayla ise dogrudan sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin yapilandirmact 6grenme ortamini
diizenlenme diizeylerini genel anlamda belirlenmeye, Ogretmenlerin cinsiyetlerine,
kidemlerine, mezuniyet alanlarina (tarih, cografya, sosyal bilgiler) ve gorev yapilan yerlesim
birimlerine gére durumun farklilagip farklilagsmadigi tespit edilmeye calisildig1 i¢in 6zgiin bir
caligmadir. Arastirma, Turkiye’nin farkli illerindeki ortaokullarinda gorev yapan sosyal
bilgiler Ogretmenlerinin yapilandirmaci Ogrenme ortamlarini  diizenleme diizeylerini
belirlemek ve cesitli degiskenlerle iliskisini incelenmek amaciyla gerceklestirilmistir. Bu
amag dogrultusunda su sorulara cevaplar aranmistir:

1. Ortaokullarda gorev yapan sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin derslerde yapilandirmaci
o0grenme ortamini diizenleme diizeyleri nasildir?

2. Ortaokullarda gdrev yapan sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin derslerde yapilandirmaci

ogrenme ortamin1 diizenleme diizeyleri cinsiyetlerine, kidemlerine, lisans mezuniyet
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alanlarina ve gorev yaptiklar yerlesim birimlerine gére anlamli bir farklilik gostermekte

midir?

Yontem

Arastirmanin Modeli

Arastirma modeli olarak genel tarama modellerinden iligkisel tarama modeli
kullanilmistir. Genel tarama modelleri, ¢ok sayida elemandan olusan bir evrende, evren
hakkinda genel bir yargiya varmak amaci ile evrenin tiimii ya da ondan alinacak bir 6rneklem
iizerinde yapilan tarama diizenlemeleridir. Iliskisel tarama modeli ise iki veya daha ¢ok
degisken arasinda birlikte degisim varligmi ve/veya bu degisimin derecesini belirlemeyi
amaglayan aragtirmalarda kullanilan modellerdir (Karasar, 2005). Arastirmada sosyal bilgiler
Ogretmenlerinin derslerinde yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamini diizenleme durumlart gesitli

degiskenlere karsilastirildigi icin iliskisel tarama modelinde tasarlanmistir.

Arastirma Grubu

Arastirma grubunu, Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 tarafindan Bursa, Erzurum, Bilecik ve
Yalova illerinde diizenlenen “Ogretim Programimi Tanitma Kurs”larina katilan amagh
ornekleme yoluyla arastirmaya katilan 241 sosyal bilgiler 6gretmeni olusturmaktadir.

Aragtirma grubundaki 6gretmenlerin birtakim 6zellikleri Tablo 1°de verilmistir.

Tablo 1

Arastirma Grubunun Ozellikleri

Ozellikler f %
Cinsiyet Erkek 174 72.20
Kadin 67 27.80
il 96 39.83
Gorev Yapilan flge 91 37.76
Yerlesim Birimi Belde 28 11.62
Koy 26 10.79
Sosyal Bilgiler 115 47.72
Mezuniyet Alani Tarih 94 39.00
Cografya 32 13.28

Tablo 1 incelendiginde, aragtirmaya katilan dgretmenlerin 174’1 (%72.2) erkek, 67’si
(%27.8) kadin olup, 96’s1 (%39.83) il, 91’1 (%37.76) ilge, 28’1 (%11.62) belde ve 26’1
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(%10.79) koy merkezindeki ortaokullarda goérev yapmaktadirlar. Ayrica arastirma
kapsamindaki 6gretmenlerin 115’1 (%47.72) sosyal bilgiler, 94’1 (%39.0) tarih ve 32’si

(%13.28) ise cografya alanlarindan mezun olan 6gretmenlerdir.

Veri Toplama Araci

Arastirmada, orijinali Tenenbaum, Naidu, Jegede ve Austin (2001) tarafindan
gelistirilmis, Fer ve Cirik (2006) tarafindan Tiirk¢eye g¢evrilerek uyarlanan “Yapilandirmaci
Ogrenme Ortami Olgegi (Ogretmen Formu)” kullanilmistir. Olgek, tartismalar ve goriismeler
(5 madde), kavramsal celigkiler (3 madde), diisiinceleri digerleriyle paylasma (4 madde),
materyal ve kaynaklarin ¢oziime gotiirmeyi amaglamasi (3 madde), yansitma ve kavram kesfi
icin motive etme (6 madde), 6grenen ihtiyaclarini karsilama (5 madde) ve anlam olusturma ve
gercek yasam olaylariyla baglant1 (4 madde) olmak {izere yedi alt faktdrden ve besli Likert
tipi toplam 30 maddeden olusturulmustur (Tenenbaum, Naidu, Jegede ve Austin, 2001; Fer ve
Cirik, 2006). Fer ve Cirik (2006) tarafindan uyarlanan Slcegin Tiirkce formu, Istanbul ili
Avrupa yakasinda bulunan 23 farkli ilkogretim okulunda bulunan 234 sinif 6gretmenine
uygulanmistir. Yap1 gecerligi sinanmasi neticesinde dlgekteki 30 maddenin ortak varyansinin
51 ile .86, yiikk degerleri ise .44 ile .90 arasinda degistigi bulunmustur. Bes faktoriin
acikladig1 varyans miktar1 ise %64 oldugu belirlenmistir. Ozgiin dlgekte her bir faktdriin bir
birinden bagimsiz olmasindan dolay1 higbir madde ¢ikarilmadan faktorler baz alinarak yapilan
yap1 gecerligi sinamasinda da Olgegin faktorlerinin faktor yiikk degerlerinin ise .76 ile .95
arasinda degistigi tespit edilmistir. Ayrica Olgegin her bir faktoriiniin Cronbach Alpha
giivenirlik katsayis1 .89 ile .94 arasinda degerler almustir. Olgegin biitiinii i¢in Cronbach-
Alpha giivenirlik katsayisinn ise .95 oldugu saptanmistir. Olgegin siif 6gretmenleri iizerinde
test edilmis ve uyarlama isleminin {izerinden oldukc¢a uzun bir zaman ge¢mis olmasindan
dolay1 tekrardan arastirmaci tarafindan olgek arastirma igin toplanan veriler iizerinden
gegerlilik ve giivenirlik islemlerine tabi tutulmustur. Yapilan yap: gecerligi sitnamasinda higbir
madde ¢ikarilmadan 6lgekte bulunan 30 maddenin iki faktoérde toplandigi birinci faktorde 27
ikinci faktorde ise 3 maddenin oldugu bunlarin ortak varyansinin .46 ile .83, faktor yiik
degerleri ise .47 ile .86 arasinda degistigi toplam varyansin %40’ nin ag¢ikladigi bulunmustur.
Ozgiin 6lgek dikkate alinarak faktdrlerle yapilan yapi gegerligi sinamasinda ise olgegin
faktorlerinin faktor yiik degerlerinin ise .66 ile .86 arasinda degistigi, toplam varyansin ise
%54°lUnl agikladiklart goriilmiistiir. Yine bu arastirma grubu i¢in uygulanan 6l¢egin alt
faktorlerinin Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlilik katsayis1 .70 ile .84 arasinda degistigi belirlenmistir.
Olgegin biitiinii i¢in Cronbach-Alpha giivenirlik katsayisinm ise .91 oldugu tespit edilmistir.
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Psikolojik bir test icin hesaplanan giivenirlik katsayisinin .70 ve daha yliksek olmasi test
giivenirligi i¢in yeterliligi (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2006) sartin1 yiliksek diizeyde karsiladigindan bu

6lgme aracinin oldukca objektif ve giivenilir oldugu soylenebilir.

Verilerin Analizi

Tiirkiye’nin c¢esitli ortaokullarinda gorev yapan sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerinden elde
edilen veriler aragtirmaci tarafindan SPSS paket programina aktarilmistir. Arastirmada sosyal
bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin yapilandirmacit 6grenme ortamini diizenleme durumlari bagimli
degisken olarak ele alinmistir. Bagimsiz degiskenler ise cinsiyet, mesleki kidem, lisans
mezuniyet alan1 ve gorev yapilan yerlesim birimidir. Sosyal Bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin
yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamini saglama durumlari sayilan bu bagimsiz degiskenlere gore
farklilik gosterip gostermedigi belirlemek i¢in t-testi ve tek yonlii varyans analizleri
kullanilarak degerlendirilmistir. Ayrica arastirma sorularnin test edilmesinde aritmetik
ortalama, standart sapma ve p degerleri dikkate alinarak yorumlanmistir. Anlamlilik diizeyi
.05 olarak dikkate alimmistir. Ayrica anlamli farklilik ¢ikmayan Olgegin alt faktorler icin
yapilan analiz sonuglar1 ¢calismay1 tablolarla bogmaktan kaginmak ve alandan tasarruf etmek
icin verilmemistir. Bahsi gecen tiim bu analizler yapilmadan dnce normallik varsayimlar test
edilmis ve buna gore parametrik testlerin kullanilip kullanilmayacagina Levene testi ile karar

verilmistir.

Tablo 2
Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmenlerinin Yapilandirmact Ogrenme Ortamim Diizenleme Durumlarina

Ait Levene Testi Sonuglart

Degisken Levene Istatistik Degeri sdl sd2 p

Cinsiyet 1.18 1 239 .28
Kidem .35 3 237 79
Mezuniyet Alant 2.62 2 238 .08
Yerlesim Birimi .33 3 237 81

Tablo 2 incelendiginde, sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin yapilandirmact 6grenme
ortamint diizenleme durumlarina ait ortalama puanlarinin cinsiyete, kideme, mezuniyet
alanina ve yerlesim birimine gore varyanslarinin homojen olup olmadigini belirlemek
amaciyla yapilan Levene istatistik sonuglarina gore, tiim degiskenlerin varyanslarinin
homojen oldugu goriilmektedir (p>.05). Elde edilen bu sonuglara gore tiim degiskenler icin

yapilan analizlerde parametrik testler kullanilmistir.
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Bulgular
Bu bolimde arastirmanin  amaclar1 dogrultusunda gerceklestirilen istatistiksel

coziimlemeler neticesinde ortaya ¢ikan bulgulara yer verilmistir.

Tablo 3
Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmenlerin Yapilandirmaci Ogrenme Ortamimi Diizenleme Diizeylerine

[liskin Betimsel Istatistikler

YOOO nin Faktorleri N X S

Tartisma ve Goriisme 241 4.15 .54
Kavramsal Celiski 241 2.66 81
Diistinceleri Paylagma 241 3.86 .60
Materyal ve Kaynaklarin Coziime Gotiirmesi 241 3.38 13
Kavram Kesfi ve Yansitma I¢in Motive Etme 241 3.71 .59
Ogrenen Ihtiyaglarmi Kargilama 241 3.72 .61
Anlam Diizenleme ve Gergek Yasamla Baglanti 241 4.08 57
Toplam 241 3.70 44

Tablo 3 incelendiginde, 6gretmenlerin sosyal bilgiler derslerinde yapilandirmaci
6grenme ortamini diizenlemede en ¢ok “Tartisma ve Goriisme” (X = 4.15) alt faktoriini
kullandiklar1 gortiilmektedir. Ayrica dgretmenlerin “Anlam Diizenleme ve Gergek Yasamla
Baglant1” ( X =4.08) ve “Diisiinceleri Paylasma” ( X =3.86) alt faktorlerini ise yogunlukla
kullandiklar, ancak "Kavramsal Celiski” (X =2.66) alt faktoriinii ise sosyal bilgiler
derslerinde yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamini diizenlemede en az kullandiklar1 belirlenmistir.
Sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin yapilandirmaci 68renme ortamini diizenleme diizeyleri
Olcegin genelini ifade eden toplam puan ortalamalar1 bazinda degerlendirildiginde ise

aritmetik ortalamanin 3.70 oldugu goriilmektedir.

Tablo 4
Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmenlerinin Yapilandirmaci Ogrenme Ortamini Diizenleme Diizeylerinin

Cinsiyetlerine Gére t- Testi Sonuglart

YOOO’nin Faktorleri Cinsiyet N X S sd t P
o Kadin 67 4.15 .61

Tartisma ve Goriisme Erkek 174 415 0 239 .031 .975
o Kadin 67 2.63 .76

Kavramsal Celiski Erkek 174 2 67 83 239 296 .767

Diisiinceleri Paylasma Kadin 67 3.84 .65 239 427 670
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Erkek 174 388 .58
e R
R L e
Oronen s Kadn ™ 077982 0T 5 1o 1
ételiggﬁlﬁ);zzrrlrlj;n ]§:gelant1 Iéral?elﬁ 16774 383 gé 239 715 475
Toplam Iéf‘f;ﬁ 16774 g% :jg 239 729 467

Tablo 4 incelediginde, ortaokullarda gorev yapan sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin
cinsiyet bakimindan yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamini diizenleme puanlari, alt faktorlerde ve
Olcegin genelini ifade eden toplam puanlar bazinda anlamli diizeyde bir farklilik
olusturmadigr goriilmektedir [p>.05]. Ayrica kadin ve erkek 6gretmenlerin yapilandirmaci
O0grenme ortamini diizenleme puanlar1 aritmetik ortalamalari hem alt faktorlerde hem de

toplamda birbirine oldukc¢a yakin oldugu sdylenebilir.

Tablo 5
Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmenlerinin Yapilandirmaci Ogrenme Ortamini Diizenleme Diizeylerinin

Kidemlerine Gore ANOVA Sonuclart

YOOO’nin _

Faktorleri Kidem N X S sd F p Fark
1-5yil 60 3.68 45

Toplam 6-10 y11 105 3.70 47 3 685 562 _
11-15y1l 52 3.69 .39

16 yil ve iistii 24 3.82 44

Tablo 5 incelediginde, ortaokullarda gorev yapan sosyal bilgiler Ogretmenlerinin
kidem bakimindan yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamini diizenleme alt faktorler puanlari ve
Olgegin genelini ifade eden toplamda anlaml diizeyde herhangi bir farklilik bulunmamistir

[p>.05].
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Tablo 6

Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmenlerinin Yapilandirmact Ogrenme Ortamini Diizenleme Diizeylerinin

Mezuniyet Alanlarina Gore ANOVA Sonuglar

;‘{:l)((t)ii?l(:lrlin Alan N X S sd F p Fark

Materyal ve Sosyal Bilgiler 115 3.25 .79 Sos. Bil-

Kaynaklarin Coziime Tarih 94 349 67 2 3614 .028 Tarih; Sos.

Gotiirmesi Cografya 32 353 .65 Bil.-Cogr.
Sosyal Bilgiler 115 3.69 .47

Toplam Tarih 94 372 42 2 1150 .318 -
Cografya 32 3.80 .32

Tablo 6 incelediginde, ortaokullarda goérev yapan sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin
yapilandirmaci 0grenme ortamini diizenleme puanlari mezuniyet alanlarina gore sadece
“Materyal ve Kaynaklarin Coziime Gotlirmesi” alt faktoriinde anlamli diizeyde bir farklilik
gostermis [F(2.238=3.614, p<.05]; diger alt faktorler ve 6lgegin genelini ifade eden toplam
puan ortalamalar1 bazinda ise anlamli farkliliklar bulunmamistir [p>.05]. Farkliligin hangi
mezuniyet alanlarindan kaynaklandigini bulabilmek i¢in yapilan LCD ¢oklu karsilagtirma testi
analizi sonucunda, mezuniyet alani sosyal bilgiler olan O6gretmenler ile mezuniyet alani
cografya ve tarih olan 6gretmenler arasinda bir farkliligin oldugu; bu farkliligin ise mezuniyet

alani sosyal bilgiler olan 6gretmenler aleyhine oldugu belirlenmistir.

Tablo 7
Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmenlerinin Yapilandirmaci Ogrenme Ortamini Diizenleme Diizeylerinin

Gorev Yapilan Yerlesim Birimlerine Gére ANOVA Sonuglar

YOOO’nin  Yerlesim

Faktorleri Birimi N X S sd F P Fark
Materyal ve 11 96 334 .73
Kaynaklarin ~ llge 91 3.55 .70 e
Coziime Belde 8 32 76 o 3040 015 lleeKdy
Gotlirmesi Koy 26 3.08 74
Ogrenen Il 96 3.69 .62
. ' Ilce-Belde,
Ihtiyaglarini lge o 3.85 99 3 2.816 .040 'g:e .
Karsilama Belde 28 3.54 57 flge-Koy
Koy 26 3.57 .65
il 9% 370 .42 ,
flge 91 380 .42 1I-Ké&y,
Toplam Belde 28 363 49 o A8 003 Kby
Koy 26 3.45 44
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Tablo 7 incelediginde, ortaokullarda goérev yapan sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin
yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamini diizenleme puanlar1 gorev yapilan yerlesim birimine gore
“Materyal ve Kaynaklarin Coziime Gétiirmesi”, “Ogrenen Ihtiyaglarini1 Karsilama” ve dlgegin
genelini ifade eden toplam puan ortalamalar1 bazinda anlamli diizeyde bir farklilik gostermis
[Swrastyla F(3.237)=3.547, p<.05; F(3.237)=2.816, p<.05; F(z237=4.818, p<.05]; diger alt
faktorlerde ise anlamli farkliliklar bulunmamistir [p>.05]. Farkliliklarin hangi yerlesim
birimleri arasindan kaynaklandigini bulabilmek i¢in LCD g¢oklu karsilastirma testi analizi
yapilmustir. Yapilan bu analizler sonucunda, ilge merkezinde ¢alisan dgretmenlerin kdylerde
calisan Ogretmenlere gore yapilandirmact 6grenme ortamini diizenlemede “Materyal ve
Kaynaklarin Coziime Gotiirmesi” alt faktoriinii daha fazla belirttikleri bulunmustur. Ayrica
ilce merkezinde calisan Ogretmenlerin kdy ve beldelerde c¢alisan Ogretmenlere gore
yapilandirmact dgrenme ortamini  diizenlemede “Ogrenen Ihtiyaglarini Karsilama” alt
faktoriinii daha fazla vurguladiklar1 belirlenmistir. Olgeginin genelini ifade eden toplam puan
ortalamalar1 bazinda da koylerde calisan sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin il ve ilge merkezinde
gorev yapan sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerine gore yapilandirmact Ogrenme ortamini

diizenlemede daha diisiik diizeyde olduklar1 bulunmustur.

Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Kuskusuz 6gretmenlerin yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamlarini olusturarak derslerini
islemeleri yenilen programlarin basar1 ile uygulanabilmesi ve istenilen hedeflerin
gerceklestirilebilmesi  agisindan  oldukga  6nemlidir.  Arastirmada, sosyal bilgiler
Ogretmenlerinin tartigsma ve goriisme, diislinceleri paylagsma, materyal ve kaynaklarin ¢oziime
gotliirmesi, kavram kesfi ve yansitma i¢in motive etme, 6grenen ihtiyacglarini karsilama, anlam
diizenlemeye ve gercek yasamla baglanti ve toplam yapilandirmacit 6grenme ortamini
diizenleme diizeylerinin olduk¢a yiiksek oldugu bulunmustur. Arastirmanin bu sonucu,
ogretmenlerin yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamlarini diizenleme durumlarini tespit etmek icin
yapilmis olan arastirmalarin (Ocak, 2012; Aglagiil, 2009; Yilmaz, 2006) sonuclariyla da
olduk¢a benzerlik tagimaktadir. Aglagiil (2009) yapmis oldugu arastirmada sif
ogretmenlerinin sosyal bilgiler derslerinde yapilandirmact 6grenme ortamini genel anlamda
yiiksek diizeyde diizenlediklerini sonucunu tespit etmistir. Ocak (2012) ise yapmis oldugu
calismasinda genel olarak Ogretmenlerin yapilandirmaci siif ortamini diizenlediklerini
diistindiiklerini, ancak onlar1 gozlemleyen Ogretmen adaylarmin ise ayni kanaate sahip

olmadiklart sonucuna ulagsmistir. Kaya (2008) da sosyal bilgiler dgretmenlerine yonelik
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gerceklestirdigi calismada O6grenci merkezli 6gretime yonelik 6gretmenlerin goriislerinin
olumlu oldugu sonucuna ulagsmistir. Ayrica yapilan bir¢ok arastirmada (Goziitok, Akgiin ve
Karacaoglu, 2005; Gomleksiz, 2005; Ozdemir, 2005; Korkmaz, 2006; Gémleksiz, 2007;
Karadag, Deniz, Korkmaz ve Deniz, 2008) o&gretmenlerinin yapilandirmact program
anlayisini  uygulama konusunda kendilerini yeterli gérmemeleri arastirma sonucuyla
celigmektedir. Bu c¢eliski ise arastirma grubunun ozelligiyle ya da sosyal bilgiler
Ogretmenlerinin  zaman gegtikce yapilandirmact anlayisla ders isleme konusunda
tecriibelenmeleriyle aciklanabilir.

Aragtirmada elde edilen diger bir sonug¢ ise, sosyal bilgiler Ogretmenlerinin
yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamini diizenlemede kavramsal celiskiyi olusturmaya yonelik
etkinliklere/uygulamalara ¢ok az yer veriyor olmalaridir. Ocak (2012), Aglagil (2009) ve
Yilmaz (2006) da yaptiklar1 arastirmalarda, 6gretmenlerinin yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamini
diizenlemede kavramsal ¢eliski olusturmaya yonelik etkinlikleri diger boyutlara nazaran daha
az kullandiklar1 sonucuna ulagsmislardir. Sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin yapilandirmaci
O0grenme ortamini diizenlemede kavramsal ¢eliskiyi ¢ok az kullanmalarinin nedeni olarak,
ogretmenlerin derslerde 6grencilerin ¢eliski yagsamasini olumsuz bir durum olarak algilamalari
oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Oysaki yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortaminda Ogrencilerin derslerde
kavramsal anlamda celigkiler yasamasi Ogrenciye -elestirel bakma, sorgulama, farkl
boyutlarda diisinme ve kavramlari ger¢ek anlamda kavrama gibi bir¢ok farkli iist diizey
beceriler kazandiracag: diisiiniiliirse, Ogrencilerin derslerde kavramsal celiskiler yasamasi
olduk¢a onemlidir. Bu baglamda 6gretmenlere, programlarla veya yapilandirmacilikla ilgili
verilecek olan hizmet-i¢i egitimlerde kavramsal geliskinin ne oldugu ve derslerde nasil
kullanilmas1 gerektigiyle ilgili bilgiler verilmesi, yapilandirmact 6grenme ortaminin
diizenlemesine katki saglayabilir.

Arastirmada, sosyal bilgiler Ogretmenlerinin yapilandirmacit Ogrenme ortamini
saglama durumlar cinsiyetlerine ve kidemlerine gore anlaml diizeyde farklilasmadig: tespit
edilmistir. Bu sonug, 6gretmenlerin cinsiyetlerinin ve kidemlerinin yapilandirmaci 6grenme
ortamin1 diizenlemelerinde etkili olan bir faktor olmadigi seklinde yorumlanabilir.
Arastirmada cinsiyete ve kideme gore farklilik ¢ikmasi Aglagiil’iin (2009) elde etmis oldugu
sonuglarla da ortiismektedir. Lakin Diindar, Kabapimar ve Deniz (2011)’in sosyal bilgiler
ogretmenleri lizerine yapmis olduklar1 arastirmada kadin 6gretmenlerin erkek Ogretmenlere
gore daha yapilandirmaci bir anlayisa sahip olduklari bulgusu bu g¢alismanin sonucu ile
celismektedir. Ayrica Tatli (2007) ve Yilmaz’in (2006) yaptiklari arastirmalarda, sinif

ogretmenlerinin fen ve teknoloji dersindeki yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamlarini diizenlemede
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cinsiyet ve kidemlerine gore bir farkliligin olmadig1 sonucu da bu arastirmanin sonuglari ile
benzerlik gostermektedir. Diindar, Kabapinar ve Deniz (2011) de sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenleri
iizerine yapmis olduklar1 ¢aligmada deneyimli sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerinin deneyimsiz
olanlara (10 yi1l ve daha az) gore yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamini diizenleme durumlariin
daha yiiksek ve anlamli oldugu bulgusu da hayli ilging bir sonugtur. Ocak (2012) da yapmis
oldugu arastirmasinda yapilandirmaci siif ortami olusturmanin kidem acisindan anlamli bir
farklilik bulgusu arastirmanin bu sonucu ile ¢elismektedir. Ozelikle kidem degiskeninde,
egitimleri esnasinda yapilandirmaci anlayis1 kavramis ve benimsemis mesleki deneyimi daha
az olan yani lisans egitimlerini yeni tamamlamis olan o&gretmenler Iehine olmasi
beklenilebilecek olan fark bu arastirma da ¢ikmamistir. Meslekte yeni olan §gretmenlerin
teoride sahip olduklar1 bilgilerini uygulamaya yeterince yansitamamalart bu durumun nedeni
olarak diistiniilebilir.

Arastirma sonucunda, sosyal bilgiler o6gretmenlerinin derslerde yapilandirmact
ogrenme ortamini diizenleme diizeyleri mezuniyet alanlarina gore anlamli bir farklilik
gostermedigi; ancak “materyal ve kaynaklarin ¢6ziime gotiirmesi” alt faktoriinde mezuniyet
alan1 sosyal bilgiler olan 6gretmenler aleyhine anlamli diizeyde bir farklilik gosterdigi
belirlenmistir. Bu sonuglara gore genel anlamda 6gretmenlerinin yapilandirmaci 6grenme
ortamin1 diizenlemede lisans mezuniyet alanlarinin tarih, cografya ya da sosyal bilgiler
olmasinin herhangi bir etkisinin olmadig1 seklinde yorumlanabilir. Ancak lisans mezuniyeti
tarih ve cografya olan Ogretmenlerin sosyal bilgiler mezunu olan &gretmenlere gore
yapilandirmact Ogrenme ortaminit diizenlemede materyal ve kaynaklart daha fazla
onemsedikleri ve bunlar1 ¢6ziim odakli kullandiklar1 sdylenebilir. Ayrica mezuniyeti tarih ve
cografya olan 6gretmenlerin genelde mesleki kidemlerinin fazla olmasindan dolayi, sosyal
bilgiler mezunu olan &gretmenlere nazaran kaynak ve materyalleri tanima ve kullanma ile
ilgili daha tecriibeli olduklar1 sOylenebilir. Genglerin yenilige daha acik ve daha ¢abuk adapte
oldugu da (Tezcan, 1995) diisiiniiliirse bu sonu¢ beklenen sonucun tam aksi gibi goriilebilir.
Bu sonucun nedeni olarak arastirma grubuna katilan tiim dgretmenlerin hizmet-igi egitimine
gelmis yenilige agik ve istekli 6gretmenlerden olusan bir grup olmasi da gosterilebilir.
Dolayisiyla ayn1 konu daha heterojen bir arastirma grubu ile de calisilarak sonuglar
karsilagtirilabilir. Ancak genel itibariyle degerlendirildiginde Ogretmenlerin mezuniyet
alanlarinin yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamini diizenleme durumlarin {izerinde herhangi bir
etkisinin olmadig1 sonucu elde edilmistir.

Arastirma sonucunda, sosyal bilgiler Ogretmenlerinin yapilandirmact Ogrenme

ortamin1 diizenleme durumlar1 gorev yapilan yerlesim birimine gore anlamli bir farklilik
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olusturdugu, bu farkliliginda koylerde gorev yapan ogretmenler aleyhine oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Ayrica gorev yapilan yerlesim birimine gore “materyal ve kaynaklarin ¢oziime
gotiirmesi” ve “Ogrenen ihtiyaclarmi karsilama” alt faktorlerinde de anlamli diizeyde
farkliliklarin oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu sonuglarda da anlamli farkliliklarin yoniiniin belde ve
koylerde gorev yapan sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenleri aleyhine oldugu saptanmistir. Ekinci (2007)
de yaptig1 arastirmada, sosyal bilgiler Ogretmenlerinin yapilandirmaci yaklasima gore
hazirlanan programlarin koy sartlarina uygun olmadigi goriisiine sahip olduklarimi ifade
etmektedir. Brooks ve Brooks (1999), Honebein (1996) ve Windschitl (2002) 6gretmenlerin,
ogrencilerin istekleri ve meraklart dogrultusunda dersi sekillendirmelerini ve kullanilan
ogretim stratejilerinde degisiklige gitmelerini, dgrencilerin sorular iizerinde durmalarini ve
ogretmenlerin ham veriler ve temel kaynaklarin yani sira 6grencilerin etkilesimini saglayan
diger kaynaklar ve materyalleri kullanmalarin1 yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamlar i¢in gerekli
gormektedirler. Ancak bu sartlarin daha ¢ok imkanlar1 daha iyi olan yerlesim birimlerinde
saglanabilecegi soylenebilir. Buna gore imkanlar1 daha iyi olan sehir (il ve ilge)
merkezlerindeki okullarda gorev yapan sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerin yapilandirmaci 6grenme
ortamin1 saglama durumlarinin daha ¢ok imkansizliklara sahip olan kirsal (belde ve koy)
bolgelerdeki okullarda c¢alisan Ogretmenlere nazaran daha olumlu oldugu seklinde
yorumlanabilir. Bu baglamda ilgelerde ¢alisan Ogretmenler sahip olduklart imkanlar1 ve
mesleki tecriibelerini (sehir merkezlerinde gbérev yapan 6gretmenler genelde daha kidemli
ogretmenlerdir) yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamlarini diizenlemede kullandiklar1 sdylenebilir.
Yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortaminin saglanabilmesinde ¢evre sartlarinin uygun olmasi,
okulun arag-gere¢ bakimindan zengin olmasini yani okulun egitim-6gretim ic¢in gerekli
donami sahip olmasini gerektirir. Kdylerin ise bu tiir imkanlara yeteri kadar sahip olmamasi,
yapilandirmaci grenme ortamini diizenlemede kdylerde ¢alisan sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenlerini
olumsuz etkiledigi seklinde yorumlanabilir. Sehir merkezlerinde ve kirsal bolgede calisan
ogretmenler arasindaki farkin ortadan kaldirilabilmesi icin kirsal bdlgelerde bulunan
okullardaki sartlarin iyilestirilmeli yani okullar gerekli donanima kavusturulmalidir. Ayrica
kirsal bolgelerdeki okullarda gorev yapan Ogretmenlerin ¢ogunlukla yeni ve tecriibesiz
ogretmenler olmasi, bolge sartlarini ve o bolgede yasayan dgrencilerin ilgi ve isteklerini tam
olarak bilmemesi de Ogretmenler arasindaki farkin nedenlerinden olabilecegi sdylenebilir.
Gerek gorev yapilacak bolgeylr gerekse o bolgede yasayan oOgrencileri tanimak icin
ogretmenlere lisans Ogrenimleri sirasindaki staj uygulamalart degisik sartlara sahip olan

bolgeleri de kapsayacak sekilde daha uzun yaptirilabilir. Bu durum, 6gretmen adaylarina

79



Journal of Social Studies Education Research 2015: 6(1), 49-83

meslege baglamadan once gerekli tecriibeyi kazandirabilecegi gibi onlar1 degisik durumlara
uyum saglamaya da alistirabilecektir.

Tim bu sonuglar genel olarak degerlendirildiginde ortaokul sosyal bilgiler
Ogretmenlerinin yapilandirmaci 6grenme ortamlarini diizenleme diizeylerinin oldukga yiiksek
oldugu bu durumun ise programlarin basarili bir sekilde uygulanmasi ve istenilen hedeflere
ulagsma agisindan olduk¢a onemli oldugu sdylenebilir. Ancak kirsal (kdy, belde) bolgelerde
calisan 6gretmenlerin sehir (il, ilge) merkezlerinde ¢alisan 6gretmenlere gore yapilandirmact
O0grenme ortamini diizenleme diizeylerinin diisiik ¢ikmasi tizerinde diisiilmesini ve kirsal

bolgelerdeki sartlarinda iyilestirilmesine yonelik tedbirlerin alinmasini gerekli kilmaktadir.
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