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The teaching styles that teachers have influence the modes of presentation of
information, their communication with students, and the way in which the classroom
and classroom activities are arranged. In this context, an examination of teaching
styles of teachers regarding various variables will contribute to the field. From this
point of view, the aim was to determine whether the teaching styles of teachers differ
according to gender, branch, educational status, type of school, location of school,
professional seniority and average classroom size of the teachers. In the study, a
simple case causal-comparative pattern was used from quantitative research designs.
The data were obtained from 248 teachers working in Kirklareli in the academic
year 2016-2017. "Center for Occupational Research and Development (CORD)
Teaching Styles Inventory" was used as data collection tool in the research. As a
result of the research, it was concluded that the teaching styles of the teachers do
not meaningfully differ based on the gender, branch, educational status, the type of
school, the settlement where the school was located. However, professional
seniority and classroom size are variables that make a difference in teaching style
preferences of teachers.
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Ogretmenlerin sahip olduklar1 6gretme stilleri bilgiyi sunus tarzlarmi, 6grencilerle
iletisimlerini, sinif i¢i ve sinif dig1 etkinlikleri diizenleme bigimlerini etkilemektedir.
Bu baglamda Ogretmenlerin Ogretme stillerinin ¢esitli degiskenler agisindan
incelenmesinin alana katki saglayacagi diistiniilmektedir. Bu diisiinceden hareketle bu
arastirmada &gretmenlerin dgretme stillerinin cinsiyet, brang, egitim durumu, gorev
yapilan okul tiirli, okulun bulundugu yerlesim birimi, mesleki kidem ve 6gretmenlerin
gorev yaptiklari okullardaki ortalama sinif mevcudu degiskenlerine gore farklilasip
farklilasmadiginin  belirlenmesi  amaglanmistir.  Arastirmada nicel arastirma
desenlerinden basit durum nedensel-karsilastirmali desen kullanilmustir. Veriler 2016-
2017 egitim-6gretim yilinda Kirklareli ilinde gorev yapan 248 Ogretmenden elde
edilmistir. Arastirmada veri toplama araci olarak “Center for Occupational Research
and Development (CORD) Ogretme Stilleri Envanteri” kullanilmistir. Arastirma
sonucunda Ogretmenlerin dgretim stillerinin cinsiyet, brans, egitim durumu, gorev
yapilan okul tiirii, okulun bulundugu yerlesim birimine gore anlamli bir fark
gostermedigi, mesleki kidem ve sinif mevcutlarinin ise 6gretmenlerin 6gretim stilleri
tercihlerinde fark yaratan degiskenler oldugu sonucuna ulagilmistir.
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Introduction

Teachers encounter different students with different intelligence, abilities, interests, expectations and learning
styles in their professional lives. Teachers must provide the appropriate teaching environment for students with
these different characteristics. In the research conducted by Cetinkaya and Eskici (2018), it was concluded that
teachers perceived teaching as a labor-demanding process. One of the key questions faced by teachers during this
process is "how to teach". According to Kolb, knowledge is a combination of the transfer and perception of
experience, and learning style is the method of perceiving and processing knowledge that is personally preferred
(Kolb, 1984). The concept of learning style explains the individual differences in learning, based on the student's
preference for using different phases of the learning cycle (Kolb & Kolb, 2005). Just as students have their learning
styles, teachers also have instructional styles. Teaching style is different from the teaching methods used by
teachers. Two teachers can use small group discussion method and audio-visual tools in a classroom, but they both
have different forms of application. This difference is the teaching style (Fischer & Fischer, 1979). Teaching style
includes behaviors (Cooper, 1999) of teachers, their preferences related to teaching method selection and
instruments (Irby, 1995), teacher role within the classroom (Grasha, 1997), and classroom management of teachers
(Cooper, 1999). According to Grasha (2003), teaching style is a special combination of teachers' behavior in the
classroom environment, their performance, beliefs, needs and knowledge of pedagogy. The teaching style includes
instructional behaviors such as how teachers provide information, how they interact with students and how they
socialize with their students within the teaching-learning process.

Different scientists have classified learning styles and accordingly, teaching styles in different ways. Dunn and
Dunn (1993) suggest that learning styles change according to environmental (sound, light, heat, seating
arrangement), emotional factors (motivation, responsibility, job-task distribution, structure), social factors (single
/dual, peer, team, adult/diversity), physiological factors (perceptual, snacks, time of day, movement) and
psychological factors (analytic, holistic, reflective, thinker). Dunn and Dunn (1993) argue that the teacher
influences the teaching style based on nine factors: teaching philosophy, student preferences, planning of teaching,
grouping of students, classroom layout, teaching environment, features of teaching, teaching methods and
evaluation techniques. Grasha (1997) classifies teaching styles as Expert, Formal Authority, Personal Model,
Facilitator and Delegator. Fischer & Fischer (1979) classified instructional styles as task-oriented, collaborative-
planner, student-centered, subject-centered, learning-centered and emotionally exuberant/calm.

One learning style classification was created by the Center for Occupational Research and Development
(CORD). Teaching in this model is dealt with in two ways as "teaching goals" and "teaching methods" (CORD,
2005). Teaching goals are interpreted from two perspectives. The first point of view relates to the mechanics
(memorization) and logical (comprehension) learning of the students in general. The second aspect concerns
teachers' representation of abstract or feasible concepts and ideas in teaching activities (Bota & Tulbure, 2015).
CORD learning style instructional objectives have two dimensions of "learning-based"” and "concept
representation-based”. The important symbols, principles and concepts in teaching for a teacher adapting the
learning-based teaching style are taken as the knowledge in the book. Teachers use memorization more in this
style. Rather than memorizing the definition of a concept, a teacher with the concept representation-based teaching
style focuses on making students understand how and why the concept is defined as it is and associating learning
with the real world. These two dimensions of learning-based and concept representation-based are classified in
four group as A, B, C and D. The distribution of this classification is given in Figure 1.

Understanding
C D

Learning
A B

Rote

Abstract Applied

Concept Representation
Figure 1. Teaching Styles According to Teaching Goals (CORD, 2005).
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In style A the goal is mechanical learning and abstract teaching. The teacher prefers to begin teaching through
memorizing and move toward analysis. For example, students memorize by repeating abstract facts such as
multiplication tables.

B style is based on mechanical learning and practical knowledge (practical teaching). The teacher also focuses
on practice as well as teaching memorizing. For example, students learn practical facts about the world.

Style C aims to learn through comprehension and theoretical teaching (abstract teaching). This style involves
a change in teaching as it encourages students to understand the information conveyed through activities. The
learning process is based on understanding, processing, and learning the information received. The teacher prefers
to teach starting with analysis rather than by memorizing but does not focus on practical applications. For example,
students learn abstract processes.

Style D aims to teach through comprehension and practical knowledge (practical teaching). This style focuses
on practical, concrete knowledge that supports logical learning. Productivity and performance are essential. For
example, students are presented with problems that they can formulate from the real world (CORD, 2005; Artvinli,
2010; Bota & Tulbure, 2015)

For example; when providing the definition of the “education” concept, a teacher with the learning-based
teaching style will give students the book definition and ask them to memorize the definition as it is or will first
explain other concepts contained with the “education” concept and give a general definition wanting students to
understand this definition. A teacher adapting the concept representation-based teaching style will begin from what
the “education” concept means within the students’ lives, explain with examples from daily life and begin from
the students’ definition of education wanting them to present examples from their own lives.

The second dimension of teaching styles is represented by teaching methods and observed from two
perspectives. The first perspective takes the cognitive processing of concepts, thoughts, and theories into
consideration and the second considers the organizational structure of the students (individual or groups). CORD
learning-style teaching methods are classified into two dimensions as "cognitive processing-based” and
"interaction-based"”. A teacher adapting the cognitive processed based teaching style will focus more on individual
work and teacher-centered teaching activities. A teacher adapting the interaction-based teaching style will focus
more on group work and student-teacher, student-student interactive teaching methods. These two dimensions of
cognitive processing and interaction are also classified within themselves in four groups as A, B, C, D in itself.
The distribution of this classification is given in Figure 2.

Enactive
C D
Cognitive Processing
A B
Symbolic
Individual Cooperative Groups
Interaction

Figure 2. Teaching Styles According to Teaching Methods (CORD, 2005)

Four teaching styles are also listed here (CORD, 2005; Artvinli, 2010; Bota & Tulbure, 2015).

Style A requires symbolic cognitive processing and individual work. In other words, the teaching methods used
by the teacher are mostly about the method of expression, and the aim is to work through the learning tasks
individually. The teacher enables students to acquire knowledge through symbols and verbal means. For example,
before explaining the topic, the teacher gives a preliminary reading task.

Style B involves symbolic cognitive processing and collaboration groups. The teacher allows students to
acquire knowledge using symbols and verbal methods and prefers that the students work as a group. For example,
students are divided into groups and requested to discuss problems.
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Style C involves processed or interpreted (actional) cognitive processing and individual work. According to
this style, teachers encourage students to discover and understand new knowledge through individual study. For
example, individual research activities may be performed.

Style D involves the cognitive processing and cooperative groups involving processing or interpretation
(enactive). Through group work, students discover new knowledge and actively participate in the teaching process.
The teacher enables students to learn through practical activities that are completed based on the cooperation of
the students. For example, laboratory work based on team work (CORD, 2005; Artvinli, 2010; Bota & Tulbure,
2015).

For example, if a teacher intending to conceptualize problems requiring four processes choses the cognitive
processing-based teaching style, they will explain problem solutions based on their own examples and ask students
to solve sample problems individually. A teacher adapting the interaction-based teaching style will have students
solve four-process problems with group work, and perform teamwork related to solving problems with cooperative
teaching techniques.

How can training applications be effective? Many attempts have been made through the years to answer this
important question. The teaching styles that teachers use are part of the answer to this key question. According to
Dunn and Dunn (1993), none of the research conducted is sufficient to explain how students achieve academic
success, how they acquire and retain knowledge. People of different ages and different mental capacities learn in
different ways, but the academic success of some students depends on the chosen teaching method. Studies show
that motivation and academic achievement of students increase when they are taught using appropriate teaching
methods for the learning styles of students (Miller 2001; Brown, 2003; Stitt-Gohdes, 2003, Mosston & Ashworth,
2002). Teachers' teaching styles influence the modes of presentation of information, their communication with
students, and the way in which the classroom and non-classroom activities are arranged. In this context, it is
thought that the determination of teachers' teaching styles and their examination in terms of select variables will
contribute to the field.

In the literature, there are studies investigating the teaching styles of teachers in terms of a range of variables.
For example, Maden (2012) investigated the teaching styles of Turkish teachers according to Grasha’s teaching
styles and concluded that teaching styles differed in terms of gender, professional seniority and department
graduated from. Gencel (2013) compared the teaching styles of teachers working in Turkey and the USA according
to Grasha’s teaching styles and revealed that the teaching styles of teachers in the USA and Turkey had statistically
significant differences. In the USA the most commonly chosen teaching style were delegator/facilitation/expert
and the least chosen teaching style was expert/formal authority. In Turkey the facilitator/personal model/expert
was the most chosen teaching style, while the personal model/expert/formal authority was the least chosen teaching
style. Uredi (2011) investigated the teaching styles of primary school teachers according to Grasha’s teaching
styles and concluded there was no significant correlation between gender, age, seniority, school type and school
of final graduation with the chosen teaching style of teachers. They identified a significant correlation between the
stages and branch of teachers with the chosen teaching styles. Sulaiman, Hassan and Yi (2011) concluded that
teaching styles of primary and middle school teachers differed using a multiple intelligence approach. Cothran,
Kulinna, Banville et al. (2005) investigated the teaching styles of teachers in 7 different countries according to
Mosston’s teaching styles and concluded teaching styles differed according to country. As explained above, it is
possible to find studies investigating teaching styles of teachers in terms of a range of variables; however the
number of studies dealing with CORD teaching styles are limited (Alias and Zakaria 2008; Artvinli, 2010; Bota &
Tulbure, 2015). In this study, the aim was to use CORD teaching styles and to investigate the teaching styles of
teachers from different branches and stages in terms of a range of variables. From this aspect, our study is unique
and it is considered the study results will contribute to the field. Based on this consideration, in this research the
aim was was investigate the teaching styles of teachers in terms of a range of variables and the answers to the
following questions were sought:

Do the teaching styles of teachers show a meaningful difference according to
a) gender,

b) branch

c) region where they are employed,

d) average number in the class,

e) educational status,

f) type of school they are employed in,

and g) their professional seniority?
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Method

The research can be described as a simple case causal-comparative research from the quantitative research
models. In simple case causal-comparative research, the investigator tests the relationship between a categorical
argument and a quantitative argument and whether this relationship is statistically significant (Johnson &
Christensen, 2014). During this research, the teaching styles of the teachers were examined by comparing the
demographic characteristics of the teachers.

Participants

The maximum variation sampling method from purposeful sampling methods was used for the teacher
sampling method. The aim was to examine teachers’ situations in a wide range, including branch, the location of
the schools they are employed in, the type of school they are employed in, gender and professional seniority. This
information was obtained from 248 teachers who worked in Kirklareli during the 2016-2017 academic year.
Demographic information of the study group is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic Information of the Study Group

Gender N % Settlement unit N % Class size N %
Female 158 63.7 Province 102 411 0-20 111 44.8
Male 90 36.3 District 117 472 21-25 41 61.3
Branch Town 20 81 26-30 55 83.5
Verbal 53 21.4  Village 9 36 31-35 41 14.9
Numerical 68 27.4 Length of service School type

Language 22 89 05 82 33.1 Primary school 75 30.2
Art 10 40 6-10 30 12.1 Middle School 82 33.1
Physical training 11 44  11-15 35 14.1 High school 91 36.7
Class 78 315 16-20 28 113

Pre-school 6 2.4 21-over 73 294

Education status

Completing degree 15 6.0
Bachelor's degree 215 86.7
Master's degree 18 7.3

Data Collection Tools

The "CORD Teaching Styles Inventory" was used as data collection tool in the research. Developed by the
Center for Occupational Research and Development (CORD), this inventory consists of 12 items and four
situations under each item. In these sub-situations, the teachers' thinking style or feelings related to teaching
methods and classroom behavior are given. The Teaching Styles Inventory developed by CORD was adapted to
Turkish by Artvinli (2010). There are four different teaching styles within the measurement. These styles are; 1.
Learning-based (scale between memorization and cognition), 2. Concept Representation Based (scale between
abstract/theoretical and application/adaptation), 3. Cognitive Processing Based (scale between symbolic/figurative
and real/enaction) and 4. Interaction Based (scale between individual and cooperative groups). The Cronbach
Alpha internal consistency coefficient was found as .88 by Artvinli (2010). The reliability coefficients of the four
subscales of the inventory were .91 for Learning Based, 0.80 for Concept Representation Based, .89 for Cognitive
Processing Based, and .92 for Interaction Based Subscale. A preliminary application performed with 183
individuals by the researchers in this study found the Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient was .70.
The reliability coefficients of the four subscales of the inventory were found to be .72 for Learning Based, .81 for
Concept Representation Based, .79 for Cognitive Processing Based, and .82 for Interaction Based Subscale.

Analysis of the data

The analysis of the data was carried out using SPSS 17. In general, frequency, arithmetic mean and percentages
were calculated. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was also applied to determine whether the data are normally
distributed, and the result is that the data do not show normal distribution. For this reason, the Mann Whitney-U
test and Kruskal Wallis-H test, which are non-parametric tests, were used for the difference analysis.

Findings

Findings related to the research are presented in tables.
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Table 2. Mann Whitney-U Test Results of Teachers” Teaching Styles According to Gender Variable

Gender N Learning-based Concept Cognitive Interaction

representation based process based based

X X X X

Female 158 121.68 123.60 127.22 127.24
Male 90 129.44 126.08 119,73 119.68
Total 248
Test Z=-82 Z=-.26 Z=-79 Z=-.80
result p>.05 p>.05 p>.05 p>.05

Table 2 shows the results of the Mann Whitney-U test to determine whether there is a meaningful difference
in the teaching styles of the teachers in the study group compared to the gender variable. According to the findings,
the difference between the arithmetic mean of all the styles (learning Z=-.82, p>.05, concept representation Z=-
.26, p>.0, cognitive processing Z=-.79, p>.05, interaction Z=-.80, p>.05) in the groups is not statistically
significant. According to these findings, it can be said that teachers' teaching styles do not differ according to their
gender. Though the teaching styles of teachers do not differ according to gender, when rank mean points are
investigated, it appeared female teachers mainly chose interaction-based (127.24) and cognitive processing-based
(127.22) teaching styles, while male teachers mainly chose learning-based (129.44) teaching styles.

Table 3. Kruskal Wallis-H Test Results of Teachers' Teaching Styles According to Branch

Branch N Learning-based Concept Cognitive process  Interaction based
representation based
based

X X X X

Verbal 53 141.49 133.31 104.11 115.84

Numerical 68 110.65 131.48 130.63 126.56

Language 22 124.66 114.84 141.70 116.66

Art 10 119.25 109.95 128.70 132.60

Class 78 124.75 122.78 129.73 122.47

Physical 11 137.00 108.14 93.77 153.23

education

Pre-school 6 113.42 79.67 153.33 166.67

Total 248

Test result KW X2=6.07 p>.01 KW X?>=5523p>01 KW X?>=9.53p>01 KW X?=5.15 p>.01

Table 3 shows the Kruskal Wallis-H test results to determine whether the teachers who constituted the study
group display a meaningful difference in teaching styles based on branch. The difference between the arithmetic
mean of the teaching styles (learning X?=6.07, p>.01, concept representation X?=55.23, p>.0, cognitive processing
X?=9.53, p>.01, interaction X?=5.15, p>.01) in the findings was not statistically significant. It can be said that the
teaching styles of the teachers did not differ according to their branch. When the rank mean points related to
teaching style according to branch are investigated, verbal teachers chose learning-based (141.49), numerical
teachers chose concept representation-based (131.48), language teachers chose cognitive processing-based
(141.70), class teachers chose cognitive processing-based (129.73), art teachers chose interaction-based (132.60),
physical education teachers chose interaction-based (153.23) and preschool teachers chose interaction-based
(166.67) teaching styles.

Table 4. Kruskal Wallis-H Test Results of Teachers' Teaching Styles According to the settlement Unit

Settlement N Learning-based Concept Cognitive Interaction based
unit representation process based
based
X X X X
Province 102 136.04 125.27 117.75 119.28
District 117 11431 124.72 131.38 124.59
Town 20 129.15 124.05 117.60 140.93
Village 9 115.83 113.89 126.78 145.94
Total 248
Test result KW X?2=5,24 KW X?=-21 KW X2=2.18 KW X2=2.41 p>.01
p>.01 p>.01 p>.01
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According to the results of the Kruskal Wallis-H test, the teachers' teaching styles (learning X?=5.24, p>.01,
concept representation X?=-21, p>.01, cognitive processing X?=2.18, p>.01, interaction X?=2.41, p>.01) do not
show any statistically significant difference based on the settlement where they work. When rank mean points
are investigated, teachers working in villages and towns chose interaction-based (village=145.93, town=140.93)
teaching style, while teachers working in provincial centers chose learning-based (136.04) teaching style.

Table 5. Kruskal Wallis-H Test Results of the Teachers’ Teaching Styles According to the Class Size

Class size N Learning-based Concept Cognitive Interaction based
representation process based
based
X X X X
-20 111 11841 107.11 131.86 147.22
21-25 41 133.16 136.94 120.94 102.89
26-30 55 120.09 130.77 125.92 117.43
30+ 41 138.23 150.72 106.52 94.09
Total 248
Test result KW X?=3.12 KW X?=-13.70 KW X?=3.90 KW X?=22.92
p>.01 p<.01 p>.01 p<.01

Table 5 shows the results of the Kruskal Wallis-H test to determine whether the teaching styles of the teachers
who constituted the study group showed a meaningful difference based on the number in the class. According to
the findings obtained, the difference between the arithmetic mean of concept representation-based teaching styles
[KW X2 = -13.70, p <0.01] and interaction-based [KW X? = 22.92, p <0.01] teaching styles was statistically
significant. The Mann Whitney-U test was conducted to determine which groups the difference was found
between, the result indicates that teachers with 20 or fewer in their class were significantly less likely to use
teaching styles based on conceptual explanations than teachers with 30 or more in their classroom (U = 1462, p
<.05). Also, it was concluded that teachers with 20 or fewer in their class used significantly higher levels of
interaction-based teaching style than teachers with 30 or more in their class (U = 1325, p <.05). When rank mean
points are investigated, teachers with 21-25, 26-30 and 31 or more in their class mainly chose concept
representation-based (21-25=136.94, 26-30=130.77, 31 or more=150.72) teaching style, while teachers with 20 or
fewer in their class mainly chose interaction-based (147.22) teaching style.

Table 6. Kruskal Wallis-H Test Results of Teachers' Teaching Styles According to Educational Status

Education N Learning-based Concept Cognitive Interaction based
Status representation process based
based
X X X X
Completing 15 108.70 140.53 137.57 104.20
degree
Bachelor's 215 124.75 123.51 125.20 125.67
degree
Master's degree 18 134.69 122.97 105.25 127.47
Total 248
Test result KW X2=1.10 KW X?=.80 KW X?=1.82 KW X?=1.30 p>.01
p>.01 p>.01 p>.01

The results of the Kruskal Wallis-H test to determine whether the teaching styles of the teachers of the study
group showed a meaningful difference according to the educational status variable of the teachers are given in
Table 6. Teachers did not show any statistically significant difference in teaching styles (learning X?=1.10, p>.01,
concept representation X?=-.80, p>.01, cognitive processing X>=1.82, p>.01, interaction X?>=1.30, p>.01) based on
educational status. When rank mean points are investigated, teachers completing their degree chose concept
representation-based (140.53) teaching style, teachers with a degree chose interaction-based (125.67) teaching
style and teachers with a master’s degree chose learning-based (134.69) teaching style.
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Table 7. Kruskal Wallis-H Test Results of Teachers' Teaching Styles According to School Type

School Type N Learning-based Concept Cognitive Interaction based
representation process based
based
X X X X
Primary 75 128.47 115.15 137.63 119.17
school
Middle 82 120.78 121.73 130.20 125.99
School
High school 91 124.58 134.71 108.54 127.55
Total 248
Test result KW X?=.45 KW X?=.3.25 KW X?=1.82 KW X?=1.30
p>.01 p>.01 p>.01 p>.01

As can be seen from Table 7, based on the results of the Kruskal Wallis-H test, the teachers' teaching styles
(learning X?=.45, p>.01, concept representation X?=3.25p>.01, cognitive processing X>=1.82, p>.01, interaction
X?=1.30, p>.01) do not show statistically significant differences according to the type of school they work in.
When rank mean points are investigated, teachers working in primary schools chose cognitive processing-based
(137.53) teaching style, teachers working in middle schools chose cognitive processing-based (130.20) teaching
style and teachers working in high schools chose concept representation-based (134.71) teaching styles.

Table 8. Kruskal Wallis-H Test Results of Teachers' Teaching Styles According to Professional Seniority

Length of N Learning-based Concept Cognitive Interaction based
service representation process based
based
X X X X
0-5 82  117.23 113.59 121.97 145.28
6-10 30 115.30 115.13 148.30 126.72
11-15 35 111.69 132.04 129.40 129.56
16-20 28 138.09 146.95 100.45 105.29
21+ 73 137.38 128.38 124.44 105.19
Total 248
Test result KW X?=5.84 KW X?=-5.77 KW X?=6.75 KW X?=11.48
p>.01 p>.01 p>.01 p<.01

Table 8 shows the results of the Kruskal Wallis-H test to determine whether the teaching styles of the teachers
who constituted the study group showed a significant difference according to the seniority of the teachers.
According to the findings obtained, the difference between the arithmetic mean of the teaching styles based on
interaction [KW X2 = 11.48, p <0.01] was found to be statistically significant. The Mann Whitney-U test was
conducted to determine which groups caused this difference, it was concluded that the teachers who have length
of service between 0-5 years use the interaction-based teaching style more significantly than teachers who have a
length of service of between 16-20 (U=2035, p<.01) and (U=774, p<.01) over 21 years. When rank mean points
are investigated, teachers with 0-5 years of service chose interaction-based (145.28) teaching style, teachers with
6-10 years of service chose cognitive processing-based (148.30) teaching style, teachers with 11-15 years of
service whose concept representation-based (146.95) teaching style and teachers with 21 years or more of service
chose learning-based teaching style.

Discussion and Conclusion

Many factors can play a role in a teacher's preferred teaching style. According to Grasha (2002), the teaching
style influences the characteristics and abilities of students, teacher's desire to develop efficient relationships with
people, the need for teachers to control the learning task, the learning style of the students and the situational needs
of the students (urgent needs and wishes of that moment or day). In addition to these factors, this study investigates
teachers' teaching styles in terms of different variables, since demographic characteristics such as their experiences,
preservice education, and type of school they are working in may also be decisive in teaching style preferences.

When the findings obtained from the research are examined, the difference between the teaching styles of the
teachers according to the gender variable was not statistically significant. However, Artvinli (2010) found in his
research about geography teacher that conceptual representation-based and interaction-based teaching styles
differed in favor of female teachers, while the learning-based style differed in favor of male teachers. On the other
hand, there was no significant difference between male and female geography teachers for teaching style based on
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cognitive processing. In this study, female teachers mainly chose interaction-based teaching style while male
teachers mainly chose learning-based teaching style according to rank mean points. Though teaching styles of
female and male teachers did not show statistically significant differences, this is similar to the study by Artvinli
(2010). There are studies in the literature showing the gender variable does not create a difference in teaching style
of teachers/teacher candidates (Can; 2011; Uredi, 2011; Zeng, 2016), while there are also studies identifying
differences (Lacey, Saleh and Gorman 1998; Maden, 2012). In this situation it is difficult to say that gender is a
determinant of the teaching style of teachers.

According to the findings obtained from the research the teachers' teaching styles did not differ statistically
according to branch. Verbal lesson teachers (history, geography, social studies) had higher preferences for
learning-based teaching style (more memorization) than numerical lesson teachers (mathematics, physics,
chemistry). At the same time, though art, physical education and preschool teachers chose interaction-based
teaching style more compared to other branch teachers, the difference was not statistically significant. Alias and
Zakaria, (2008), in their research about university lecturers, found that technical education faculty members are
less likely to prefer instructional teaching based on conceptual representation compared to engineering, technology
management, and information technology faculty members, and found it to be alarming. This is because they argue
that teachers need to learn by understanding abstract concepts and they state that the teaching style based on the
concept representation should be preferred for the teaching of future teachers instead of the learning-based teaching
style. Perhaps, as Byrne (2007) points out, teachers define the style of teaching according to the culture that is
found within the school independently of the subjects taught.

According to another finding in the research, teachers’ teaching styles did not significantly differ according to
the settlement unit where they work. According to rank mean points, teachers working in villages and towns mainly
chose interaction-based teaching style and teachers working in provincial centers mainly chose learning-based
teaching style. Teaching styles of teachers working in different countries may differ according to country (Cothran
et al., 2005; Gencel, 2013); however, it can be said the teaching style of teachers does not differ according to
settlement unit.

When the findings obtained from the research were examined, it was concluded that the class size variable
caused a difference in teaching preferences of teachers. It was concluded that teachers with 20 or fewer in their
class used teaching style based on concept representation significantly less than teachers with 30 or more in their
class. Also, it was concluded that teachers with 20 or fewer in their class use teaching style based on interaction
significantly more than teachers with 30 or more in their class. According to the results of the research, teachers
with smaller class sizes use teaching style based on interaction more often and conceptual explanations less often.
The results obtained from the study are in parallel with those obtained from the study by Artvinli (2010). Crowded
class numbers do not give teachers the opportunity to do group work.

When findings related to the teaching style according to educational status of teachers are investigated, no
significant difference in teaching styles was identified. Artvinli (2010) concluded that geography teachers who
graduated from education institutes applied more teacher-centered and behavioral teaching styles, including
teaching the students through symbols and verbal methods, individual work without interaction, and listening to
lessons. He also stated that teachers who had undergone postgraduate education preferred interaction-based
instructional techniques and stated that the results of the study were supported by research by Zhang (2007). Genc
and Ogan-Bekiroglu (2004) suggest that teachers prefer more student-centered teaching styles as their level of
education increases. However, the results of this research there was no significant differences in teaching styles of
teachers according to their educational status. Additionally, according to rank mean points, the mean for
interaction-based teaching style was higher among teachers with graduate and masters degrees compared to
teachers who were still completing their degree. However, it is noteworthy that the highest rank mean points for
the learning-based teaching style were among teachers with masters degrees.

When findings related to teaching style according to the level of the school (primary school, middle school,
high school) are investigated, no significant difference in teachers’ teaching styles were identified. According to
rank mean points, teachers working in primary and middle schools were identified to choose more cognitive
processing-based teaching style, while teachers working in high schools chose concept representation-based
teaching style. Artvinli (2010) concluded that teaching styles of geography teachers difference for the concept
representation-based teaching style according to the type of school the teachers worked in. Accordingly, for the
concept representation-based teaching style, there was a difference in favor of teachers working in Anatolian,
Science and Social Sciences high schools among teachers working in Anatolian, Science, Social Sciences high
schools and vocational high schools. According to Artvinli (2010), this difference is interpreted as due to more
memorization-based geography education in the first group of schools due to university exam concerns. In this
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research, the mean for concept representation-based teaching style was higher for high school teachers compared
to primary and middle school teachers which may be due to concerns about university exam preparation.

Another finding of the research is that the seniority variable created a difference in teachers’ choice of teaching
style. It was concluded that teachers with 0-5 years of experience chose interaction-based teaching style at
significantly higher rates compared to teachers with 16-20 years and 21 years or more experience. Similar results
were obtained in studies by Artvinli (2010) and Alias and Zakaria (2008). In the teaching program applied in
Turkey, it is expected that cooperative-based teaching methods be used and that students not just receive
information passively but they should structure information through activities. In other words the students should
be active and the teacher should act as a guide. It is necessary to organize teaching based on a constructivist
approach (MEB, 2005). Programs in educational faculties allow the opportunity to gain knowledge, abilities and
values, in addition to candidates gaining teaching experience in a systematic and planned fashion. This experience
is organized within faculty-school cooperation. In Turkey, this experience organized within faculty-school
cooperation may be assessed as an example of the constructivist approach to teaching style (Kaya, 2016). In this
context, it may be considered that teachers with 1-5 years of experience were raised with a constructivist approach
during preservice education. It may be that teachers with greater seniority remain linked to more traditional
methods. Teachers adapting student-centered teaching styles are more successful in preparing constructivist
environments (Uredi and Uredi 2009). As teacher candidates cannot teach without learning, the topics of teaching-
learning concepts, strategies and styles that prevail while they are attending teaching training programs have great
importance. Thus, it will be possible to train tutors with wider foresight in terms of method components
(Babadogan, 2000).

According to the results of the research, teachers with low class numbers chose interaction-based teaching
style. In this context, it may be suggested that studies be completed to lower class numbers in order to provide
teachers the opportunity for in-class activities and group work.

According to another result obtained in the research, considering teachers with less seniority chose interaction-
based teaching style more often, in-service training seminars may be arranged to detach teachers with more
experienced from traditional teaching methods.

More extensive research could be completed to investigate the effects of variables such as gender, branch,
education status, school type, etc. on teaching styles of teachers. Some qualitative research could be performed to
obtain the opinions of the teachers about which variables determine their teaching style preferences.
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Ogretmenlerin Ogretme Stillerinin Cesitli Degiskenler A¢isindan
Incelenmesi

Giris

Ogretmenler meslek yasamlarinda birbirinden farkli zeka, yetenek, ilgi, beklenti ve 6grenme stiline sahip
ogrencilerle karsilagirlar. Ogretmenler, bu farkli 6zellikteki &grencilere uygun Ogretim ortamini saglamak
durumundadir. Cetinkaya ve Eskici (2018) tarafindan yapilan aragtirmada ogretmenlerin &gretmeyi emek
gerektiren bir siire¢ olarak algiladiklar1 sonucu elde edilmistir. Bu siire¢ igerisinde 6gretmenlerin karsilagtiklari
kilit sorulardan biri de “nasi/” 06gretelim sorusudur. Kolb’a gore bilgi, deneyimin transferi ve algilanmasinin
birlesiminden elde edilen sonug¢lardir ve 6grenme stili bilgiyi algilama ve islemede kisisel olarak tercih edilen
yontemdir (Kolb,1984). Ogrenme stili kavrami, égrencinin 6grenme déngiisiiniin farkli evrelerini kullanmaya
yonelik tercihine dayanarak, dgrenmedeki bireysel farkliliklar1 agiklar ( Kolb & Kolb, 2005). Ogrencilerin kendine
zgii 6grenme stilleri oldugu gibi dgretmenlerin de 6gretim stilleri vardir. Ogretim stili 6gretim yontemlerinden
farkl1 olarak 6gretmenin kullandigi 6gretim tarzidir. Iki 6gretmen de bir simifta kiigiik grup tartismasi yontemi ve
gorsel-isitsel araglar kullanabilir ancak her ikisinin de uygulama sekli farklidir. Bu fark &gretim stiline isaret
etmektedir (Fischer &Fischer,1979). Ogretim stilli, 6gretim faaliyetlerinde 6gretmenlerin ydntem segimi ve arag-
gereg tercihlerini (Irby, 1995), 6gretmenin siniftaki roliinii (Grasha, 1997), 6gretmenlerin sinifi yonetmeye yonelik
olarak gosterdigi davranislari (Cooper,1999) igermektedir. Grasha (2003)’ya gore dgretim stili, dgretmenin sinif
ortamindaki davraniglarinin, performansinin, inanglarinin, ihtiyaglarinin ve pedagoji hakkindaki bilgilerinin 6zel
bir birlesimidir. Ogretim stili, 6gretme-dgrenme siireci icinde 6gretmenlerin bilgiyi nasil sundugu, 6grenciler ile
nasil etkilesime girdigi, 6grencileri nasil sosyallestirdigine iligkin 6gretimsel davranimlarini igerir.

Farkli bilim insanlar1 6grenme stillerini ve buna bagli olarak dgretim stillerini farkli bigcimlerde siniflamiglardir.
Dunn ve Dunn (1993), 6grenme stillerini ¢evresel ( ses, 151k, 1s1, oturma diizeni), duygusal ( motivasyon,
sorumluluk, is-gorev dagilimi, yapi), sosyal (tek/ikili, akran, takim, yetiskin/cesitlilik), fizyolojik ( algisal,
atigtirma, giiniin saati, hareket) psikolojik ( analitik, biitlinsel, yansitici, diisiinmeci) etmenlere bagli olarak
degistigini ileri siirmektedir. Dunn ve Dunn (1993) 6grenme stillerine bagli olarak 6gretmenin 6gretim stilini 9
faktoriin etkiledigini ileri siirmektedir: egitim felsefesi, 6grenci tercihleri, Ogretimin planlanmasi, 6grencileri
gruplandirma, sinif diizeni, 6gretim ortami, dgretimin 6zellikleri, 6gretim metotlari, degerlendirme teknikleri.
Grasha (1997) 6gretim stillerini; Uzman (Expert, Otorite (Formal Authority), Kisisel Model (Personal Model),
Kolaylagtiric1 (Facilitator), Temsilci (Delegator) seklinde simiflamustir. Fischer & Fischer (1979) ise 6gretim
stillerini gérev yonelimli, igbirlikli-planlamaci, 6grenci merkezli, konu merkezli, 6grenme merkezli, duygusal
olarak coskulu/durgun seklinde siniflandirmistir.

Ogretim stili stniflamalarindan biri de Center for Occupational Research and Development (CORD) tarafindan
yapilmistir. Bu modelde dgretim, “6gretme amaglar1” ve “6gretme yontemleri” olarak iki sekilde ele alinmaktadir
(CORD, 2005). Ogretim amac1 iki agidan yorumlanir. Birinci bakis agisi, genel olarak dgrencilerin edindigi
mekanik (ezber) ve mantiksal (kavrama yoluyla) dgrenmeleri ile ilgilidir. Ikinci bakis agisi1 ise égretmenlerin
ogretim etkinliklerinde soyut veya uygulanabilir kavramlarin, fikirlerin temsil edilmesiyle ilgilidir (Bota
&Tulbure, 2015). CORD 6grenme stilinde 6gretim amaglar1 “ogrenmeye dayalt” ve “kavram agiklamaya dayalt”
olmak iizere iki boyut vardir. Ogrenmeye dayali dgretim stilini benimsemis bir dgretmen igin dnemli olan
sembollerin, ilke ve kavramlarmn 6gretiminde kitaptaki bilgilerin oldugu gibi alinmasidir. Ogretmenler bu stilde
daha c¢ok ezbere bagvurur. Kavram agiklamaya dayali 6gretim stilinde ise 0gretmen bir kavramin taniminin
ezberlenmesinden ziyade bu kavramin nasil, nigin bdyle tamimlandiginin dgrenciler tarafindan anlasilmasina
odaklanir ve dgrenilenler gergek diinya ile iliskilendirilir. Ogrenmeye dayali ve Kavram agiklamaya dayali bu
iki boyut kendi i¢inde A, B, C, D, olmak {izere dort grupta siniflanmaktadir. Bu siniflamaya ait dagilim Sekil 1.’de
verilmistir.
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Kavrama
C D

Ogrenmeye Dayal
A B

Ezber

Soyut Uygulama

) Kavram A¢iklamaya Dayah
Sekil 1. Ogretme Amaglarina Gore Ogretim Stilleri (CORD,2005).

Stil A, mekanik 6grenmeyi ve soyut 6gretimi amaglar (soyut 6gretim). Ogretmen ezberden baslayarak analize
dogru 6gretmeyi tercih eder. Ornegin 6grenciler carpim tablosu gibi soyut gercekleri tekrarlayarak ezberler.

B stili, mekanik 6grenme ve pratik bilgi {izerine kuruludur (uygulamali 6gretim). Ogretmen ezber dgretmenin
yaminda pratik uygulamalar iizerine de odaklanir. Ornegin 6grenciler diinya hakkindaki pratik gergekleri
uygulamali olarak 6grenirler.

Stil C kavrama yoluyla 6grenmeyi ve teorik 6gretimi amaglar (soyut 6gretim). Bu stil, 6grencilerin faaliyetler
yoluyla aktarilan bilgiyi anlamasim destekledigi icin 6gretime bir degisiklik getirir. Ogrenme siireci, alinan
bilgilerin anlasilmasi, islenmesi ve mantiksal olarak dgrenilmesine tabidir. Ogretmen analizden baslayarak ezbere
dogru 6gretmeyi tercih eder fakat pratik uygulamalar iizerine odaklanmaz. Ornegin 6grenciler soyut siiregleri
Ogrenirler.

Stil D kavrama yoluyla 6grenmeyi ve pratik bilgiyi (uygulamali 6gretim) amaglamaktadir. Bu stil, mantiksal
ogrenmeyi destekleyen uygulanabilir somut bilgiye odaklanir. Uretkenlik ve verimlilik esastir. Ornegin
ogrencilere gercek diinyaya iliskin formiile edebilecekleri problemler sunulur (CORD, 2005; Artvinli, 2010; Bota
& Tulbure, 2015)

Ornegin; “Egitim” kavraninin tanin verecek bir gretmen dgrenmeye dayali dgretim stilinde kitaptaki tanimi
Ogrencilere verir ve bu tanimi oldugu gibi ezberlemelerini ister ya da once “Egitim” kavraminmin taniminda gegen
diger kavramlar1 agiklar ve genel tanimi vererek Ggrencilerin bu tanimi anlamalarini ister. Kavram agiklamaya
dayali 6gretim stilini benimsemis bir 6gretmen “Egitim” kavramini 6grencilerin hayatlarinda egitimin ne anlama
geldigi lizerinden yola ¢ikarak, giindelik hayatlarindan 6rneklerle aciklar ve 6grencilerin egitimin tanimindan yola
cikarak kendi hayatlarindan 6rnekler sunmasini ister.

Ogretim stillerinin ikinci boyutu 6gretme yontemleri ile temsil edilmekte olup, iki agidan gdzlemlenmektedir.
[lki, kavramlarin, diisiincelerin ve teorilerin bilissel islemesine ve ikincisi, 6grencilerin orgiit yapisini (bireysel
veya gruplar) goz oniine alir. CORD 6grenme stilinde 6gretme yontemleri “bilissel siirece dayali” ve “etkilesime
dayali” olmak iizere iki boyut vardir. Bilissel siirece dayali 6gretim stilini benimsemis 6gretmen dgretiminde daha
cok bireysel caligmalara ve 6gretmen merkezli 6gretim etkinliklerine odaklanir. Etkilesime dayali 6gretim stilini
benimseyen 6gretmen ise daha ¢ok grup calismalarina ve 6grenci-6gretmen, 6grenci-6grenci etkilesimli dgretim
yontemlerine odaklanir. Bilissel siirece ve etkilesime dayali bu iki boyut kendi i¢inde A, B, C, D, olmak tizere dort
grupta siniflanmaktadir. Bu siniflamaya ait dagilim Sekil 2.’de verilmistir.
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Eylemsel

C D
Bilissel Siirece
Dayah

A B
Sembolik

Bireysel Isbirlikli Gruplar
Etkilesime Dayal

Sekil 2. Ogretme Yontemlerine Gére Ogretim StilleriCORD,2005). .)
Dort adet 6gretim stili de burada bulunmaktadir (CORD, 2005; Artvinli, 2010; Bota & Tulbure, 2015):

Stil A sembolik biligsel isleme ve bireysel calismay1 gerektirir. Baska bir deyisle, 6gretmenlerin kullandiklar
Ogretim yontemleri en fazla anlatim yontemidir ve Ongoriilen 6grenme gorevleri bireysel ¢aligmayr amaglar.
Ogretmen dgrencilerin simgeler ve sdzel yol ile bilgi edinmesini saglar. Ornegin 6gretmen konu anlatiimadan &nce
6n okuma gorevleri verir.

Stil B, sembolik biligsel isleme ve is birligi gruplari. Ogretmen dgrencilerin simgeler ve sdzel yol ile bilgi
edinmesini saglar ve grup olarak galismalarini tercih eder. Ornegin 6grencilerin gruplara ayrilip problemleri
tartigmalar1 yapilir.

Stil C, islenmis veya yorumlanmis (eylemsel) bilissel isleme ve bireysel ¢alismayr amaclar. Bu stile gore,
ogretmenler, dgrencileri bireysel calisma yoluyla, yeni bilgiyi kesfetme ve anlamaya tesvik ederler. Ornegin
bireysel arastirma etkinlikleri yapilabilir.

Stil D, islenmis veya yorumlanmis (eylemsel) bilissel isleme ve is birligi gruplari. Ogrenciler grup calismalarryla
yeni bilgiyi kesfederler ve 6gretim siirecine aktif olarak katilirlar. Ogretmen 6grencilerin isbirligine dayali olarak
tamamlanan pratik etkinliklerle 6grenmelerini saglar. Ornegin takim ¢alismasina dayali laboratuvar ¢aligmalar
yapilir (CORD, 2005; Artvinli, 2010; Bota & Tulbure, 2015).

Ornegin; dort islem gerektiren problemlerin ¢oziimii kavratmak isteyen bir dgretmen bilissel siirece dayali
Ogretim stilini tercih ediyorsa kendisi 6rnekler {izerinden problem ¢oziimlerini anlatir ve 6grencilerinden 6rnek
problemleri bireysel olarak ¢6zmelerini ister. Etkilesime dayali 6gretim stilini tercih eden 6gretmen ise dort islem
problemlerini grup caligmalari ile 68rencilerine ¢ozdiiriir, isbirlik¢i 6gretim teknikleri ile problemlerin ¢oziimiine
iligkin takim ¢alismalar1 yaptirabilir.

Egitim uygulamalar1 nasil etkili hale getirilebilir? Bu uzun yillardan beri cevaplanmaya calisilan ve iizerinde
aragtirmalar yapilan dnemli bir sorudur. Ogretmenlerin kullandiklar1 6gretim stilleri bu kilit sorunun cevabinin bir
parcasidir. Dunn ve Dunn’a (1993) gore yapilan arastirmalarin hicbiri 6grencilerin akademik basariy1 nasil
yakaladiklari, bilgiyi nasil kazandiklar1 ve depoladiklarini tamamen agiklamaya yetmemektedir. Farkli yas ve
farkli zihinsel kapasitedeki insanlar farkli bigimlerde Ogrenirler fakat bazi 6grencilerin akademik basariy:
yakalamalar1 secilen 6gretim metoduna baglidir. Yapilan arastirmalar 6grencilerin 6grenme stillerine uygun
Ogretim yontemleri segilerek O0gretim yapildiginda 6grencilerin motivasyonlarinin ve akademik basarilarinin
artigim gostermektedir (Miller 2001; Brown, 2003; Stitt-Gohdes, 2003, Mosston & Ashworth, 2002; Siimer,
2012). Ogretmenlerin sahip olduklar1 6gretme stilleri bilgiyi sunus tarzlarini, 6grencilerle iletisimlerini, simf igi
ve smif dis1 etkinlikleri diizenleme bicimlerini etkilemektedir. Bu baglamda 6gretmenlerin 6gretme stillerinin
belirlenmesi ve ¢esitli degiskenler acisindan incelenmesinin alana katki saglayacag: diistintilmektedir.
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Literatiirde 6gretmenlerin 6gretim stillerinin ¢esitli degiskenler agisindan incelendigi ¢aligsmalara rastlamak
miimkiindiir. Ornegin Maden (2012) Grasha’nin dgretim stillerine gore Tiirkge 6gretmenlerinin 6gretim stillerini
incelemis, cinsiyet, mesleki kidem ve mezun olunan boliim agisindan 6gretim stillerinin farklilagtigi sonucuna
ulagmistir. Yine Gencel (2013) Grasha’nin dgretim stillerine gore Tiirkiye ve ABD’de gorev yapan dgretmenlerin
ogretim stillerini karsilastirmis, ABD ve Tirkiye’deki 6gretmenlerin dgretim stilleri tercihlerinin istatistiksel
olarak anlamli farkliliklar gosterdigini ortaya koymustur. ABD’de en fazla tercih edilen Ogretim stilinin
temsilci/kolaylastirict/uzman, en az tercih edilen &gretim stilinin ise uzman/otorite oldugu belirlenmistir.
Tirkiye’de ise kolaylastiricrv/kisisel model/uzman en fazla tercih edilen Ogretim stili iken kisisel
model/uzman/otorite en az tercih edilen 6gretim stili olmustur. Uredi (2011) Grasha’nin dgretim stillerine gore
ilkdgretim dgretmenlerinin dgretim stillerini inceledigi calisma sonucunda &gretmenlerin cinsiyetleri, yaslari,
kidemleri, galistiklart okul tiirii ve en son mezun olduklari okul ile tercih ettikleri 6gretim stilleri arasinda anlaml
bir iligki olmadigini, 6gretmenlerin gérev yaptiklar1 kademe ve branglari ile tercih ettikleri 6gretim stilleri arasinda
anlamli bir iligski oldugunu tespit etmistir. Sulaiman, Hassan ve Yi (2011) ¢oklu zeka yaklagimina goére ilkokul ve
ortaokul Ogretmenlerinin Ogretim stillerinin farklilastigi sonucuna ulagmigtir. Cothran, Kulinna, Banville vd.
(2005) Mosston’nun 6gretim stillerine gore 7 farkl tilkedeki 6gretmenlerin dgretim stilleri incelemis ve iilkelere
gore Ogretim stillerinin farklilagtigt sonucuna ulagsmistir. Yukarida agiklandigi gibi 6gretmenlerin §gretim
stillerinin ¢esitli degiskenler acisindan incelendigi c¢aligmalara rastlamak miimkiindiir ancak CORD 6gretim
stilinin ele alindig1 ulasilabilen ¢aligmalar (Alias ve Zakaria 2008; Artvinli, 2010; Bota & Tulbure, 2015) kisithdir.
Bu ¢alismada hem CORD ogretim stili ele alinmig, hem de farkli brang ve kademelerde calisan §gretmenlerin
Ogretim stillerinin ¢esitli degiskenler agisindan incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Bu bakimdan c¢aligmanin 6zgiin bir
calisma oldugu ve calisma sonucglariin alana katki saglayacag: diisliniilmektedir. Bu diisiinceden hareketle bu
aragtirmada 6gretmenlerin 6gretim stillerinin ¢esitli degiskenler agisindan incelenmesi amaglanmis ve calismada
asagidaki sorulara cevap aranmistir:

Ogretmenlerin 6gretme stilleri;
a) cinsiyetlerine gore
b) brans alanlarina gére
¢) gorev yaptiklart yerlesim birimine gore
d) derse girdikleri siiflarin ortalama mevcuduna gore
e) egitim durumuna gore
f) gorev yaptiklart okul tiirline gore
e) mesleki kidemlerine gore anlamli farklilik gostermekte midir?
Yontem

Arastirma nicel arastirma modellerinden basit durum nedensel-karsilastirmali aragtirma olarak tanimlanabilir.
Basit durum nedensel-karsilastirmali arastirmalarda aragtirmaci bir kategorik bagimsiz degisken ve bir nicel
bagimsiz degisken arasindaki iliskiyi ve bu iliskinin istatistiksel olarak anlamli olup olmadigini test eder (Johnson
& Christensen, 2014). Bu arastirmada da 6gretmelerin 6gretim stilleri 6gretmenlerin demografik ozellikleri
acisindan kargilagtirilarak incelenmistir.

Calisma Grubu

Ogretmenlerin  seciminde amagli drnekleme yontemlerinden maksimum ¢esitlilik 6rneklem secimi
kullanilmistir. Ogretmenler brans, ¢alistiklart okullarin bulundugu yerlesim birimi, g¢alistiklar1 okul tiirleri,
cinsiyet, mesleki kidem agisindan gesitlendirilerek ¢alisilan durumun genis bir yelpazede incelenmesi
amaglanmigtir. 2016-2017 egitim-6gretim yilinda Kirklareli’nde gorev yapan 248 6gretmenden elde edilmistir.
Calisma grubuna ait demografik bilgiler Tablo1’de sunulmustur.
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Tablol. Calisma Grubuna Ait Demografik Bilgiler

Cinsiyet N % Yerlesim birimi N % Simif meveudu N %
Kadin 158 63.7 11 102 411 0-20 111 4438
Erkek 90 36.3  flce 117 472 21-25 41 61.3
Brang Belde 20 8.1 26-30 55 83.5
Sozel (Tarih, 53 214 Koy 9 36 3135 41 149
Cografya, Sosyal

Bilgiler)

Sayisal (Matematik, 68 274 Kidem yih Okul tiirii

Fen, Kimya, Fizik,

Biyoloji)

Dil(ingiliz ve 22 89 05 82 331 flkokul 75 30.2
Tiirkce)

Sanat (Resim ve 10 40  6-10 30 121  Ortaokul 82 331
Miizik)

Beden Egitimi 78 44  11-15 35 141  Lise 91 367
Sif 11 315 16-20 28 11.3

Okul Oncesi 6 24 21-usti 73 294

Egitim durumu

Lisans tamamlama 15 6.0

Lisans 215 86.7

Yiiksek lisans 18 7.3

Veri Toplama Araclar

Arastirmada veri toplama araci olarak “CORD Ogretme Stilleri Envanteri” kullamlmistir. CORD (Center for
Occupational Research and Development) tarafindan gelistirilen bu envanter 12 maddeden ve her maddenin
altindaki dort durumdan olusmaktadir. Bu alt durumlarda &gretmenlerin 6gretme yontemlerine, simif ici
davranislarina, diisiinme tarzi veya hissettiklerine iligkin durumlar verilmistir. CORD tarafindan gelistirilmis olan
Ogretme Stilleri Envanteri Artvinli (2010) tarafindan Tiirkge ’ye uyarlanmgtir. Buna gére dlgme aracinda dort
farkli &gretme stili ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu stiller; 1. Ogrenmeye Dayali (Ezber ve kavrama arasindaki lgek), 2.
Kavram Agiklamaya Dayali (Soyut/teorik ve uygulama/tatbik arasindaki olg¢ek), 3. Biligsel Siirece Dayali
(Simgesel/Sembolik ve gercek/eylemsel arasindaki olgek), 4. Etkilesime Dayali (Bireysel ve isbirlikli gruplar
arasindaki 6l¢ek) seklindedir. Artvinli (2010) tarafindan Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarlhilik katsayisi .88 bulunmustur.
Envanterin dort ayr alt dlgegindeki giivenirlik katsayilar1 ise Ogrenmeye Dayali i¢in .91, Kavram Aciklamaya
Dayali i¢in .80, Bilissel Siirece Dayal1 boyut i¢in .89, Etkilesime Dayali alt boyutu i¢in de .92 bulunmustur. Bu
calismada da arastirmacilar tarafindan 183 kisiye yapilan 6n uygulamada Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi
.70 bulunmustur. Ayrica, envanterin dort ayr alt dlgegindeki giivenirlik katsayilari ise Ogrenmeye Dayali icin
.72, Kavram Aciklamaya Dayali i¢in .81, Biligsel Siirece Dayal1 boyut igin .79, Etkilesime Dayali alt boyutu igin
de .82 bulunmustur.

Verilerin Analizi

Verilerin analizi SPSS 17 kullanilarak yapilmistir. Genel olarak frekans, aritmetik ortalama ve ylizdeler
hesaplanmigtir. Ayrica verilerin normal dagilim gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek i¢in Kolmogorov-Smirnov
testi uygulanmis ve verilerin normal dagilim géstermedigi sonucuna ulagilmistir. Bu nedenle fark analizinde non-
parametrik testlerden olan Mann Whitney-U testi ve Kruskal Wallis-H testi kullanilmstir.
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Bulgular
Arastirmaya iliskin bulgular tablolar seklinde sunulmustur.

Tablo 2. Ogretmenlerin Ogretim Stillerinin Cinsiyet Degiskenine Gére Mann Whitney-U Testi Sonuglari

Cinsiyet N Ogrenmeye Kavram agiklamaya Bilissel siirece Etkilesime
dayah dayah dayah dayah
X X X X
Kadin 158 121.68 123.60 127.22 127.24
Erkek 90 129.44 126.08 119.73 119.68
Toplam 248
Test Z=-.82, p>.05 Z=-.26, p>.05 Z=-79, p>.05 Z=-.80, p>.05
sonucu

Tablo 2’de galisma grubundaki 6gretmenlerin dgretim stillerinde cinsiyet degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik
olup olmadigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan Mann Whitney-U testi sonug¢lart sunulmusgtur. Elde edilen bulgulara
gore gruplarin tiim stillere ( 6grenmeye dayali Z=-.82, p>.05, kavram agiklamaya dayali Z=-.26, p>.0, bilissel
stirece dayal1 Z=-79, p>.05, etkilesime dayali Z=-.80, p>.05) iligkin aritmetik ortalamalar1 arasindaki fark
istatistiksel olarak anlamli degildir. Elde edilen bulgulara gére 6gretmenlerin 6gretim stillerinin cinsiyetlerine gore
farklilagsmadig1 sdylenebilir. Ogretmenlerin dgretim stillerinin cinsiyetlerine gore farklilagmamasina ragmen sira
ortalama puanlar1 incelendiginde kadin 6gretmenlerin daha ¢ok etkilesime dayali (127. 24) ve bilissel siirece dayali
(127.22), erkek dgretmenlerin ise 6gretmeye dayali (129.44) dgretim stili tercih ettikleri sdylenebilir.

Tablo 3. Ogretmenlerinin Ogretim Stillerinin Brans Degiskenine Gére Kruskal Wallis-H Testi Sonuglari

Brans N Ogrenmeye Kavram Bilissel siirece Etkilesime dayah
dayah aciklamaya dayal
dayah
X X X X
Sozel 53 141.49 133.31 104.11 115.84
Sayisal 68 110.65 131.48 130.63 126.56
Dil 22 124.66 114.84 141.70 116.66
Sanat 10 119.25 109.95 128.70 132.60
S f 78 124.75 122.78 129.73 122.47
Beden 11 137.00 108.14 93.77 153.23
Egitimi
Okul 6ncesi 6 113.42 79.67 153.33 166.67
Toplam 248
Test sonucu KW X?=6.07, KW X?=55.23, KW X?=9.53, KW X2=5.15, p>.01
p>.01 p>.01 p>.01

Tablo 3’te ¢aligma grubunu olusturan 6gretmenlerinin 6gretme stillerinin branslarina gére anlaml bir farklilik
gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan Kruskal Wallis-H testi sonuglar1 sunulmustur. Elde edilen
bulgulara 6gretme stillerine (6grenmeye dayali X>=6.07, p>.01, kavram acilamaya dayali X?>=55.23, p>.0, bilissel
siirece dayali X>=9.53, p>.01, etkilesime dayali X?>=5.15, p>.01) iliskin aritmetik ortalamalar arasindaki fark
istatistiksel olarak anlamli degildir. Ogretmenlerin 6gretim stillerinin branslarina gore farklilasmadigi sdylenebilir.
Branglara gore ogretim stillerine iligkin sira ortalama puanlar incelendiginde sozel ders dgretmenlerin en ¢ok
Ogretmeye dayali (141.49), sayisal ders 6gretmenlerinin kavram agiklamaya dayali (131.48), dil 6gretmenlerinin
biligsel siirece dayali (141.70), sif 6gretmenlerinin biligsel siirece dayali (129.73), sanat 6gretmenlerinin
etkilesime dayali (132.60) beden egitimi dgretmenlerinin etkilesime (153.23) ve okul 6ncesi dgretmenlerinin
etkilesime dayal1 (166.67) 6gretim stillerini tercih ettikleri goriilmektedir.
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Tablo 4. Ogretmenlerinin Ogretim Stillerinin Gérev Yaptiklar1 Yerlesim Birimi Degiskenine Gére Kruskal
Wallis-H Testi Sonuglari

Yerlesim N Ogrenmeye dayali  Kavram Bilissel siirece Etkilesime
Birimi aciklamaya dayali  dayah dayah
X X X X
il 102 136.04 125.27 117.75 119.28
flge 117 11431 124.72 131.38 124.59
Belde 20  129.15 124.05 117.60 140.93
Koy 9 115.83 113.89 126.78 145.94
Toplam 248
Test sonucu KW X?=5.24 KW X?=-21 KW X?=2.18 KW X?=2.41
p>.01 p>.01 p>.01 p>.01

Kruskal Wallis-H testi sonuglarina gére dgretmenlerin 6gretim stilleri (grenmeye dayali X?=5.24, p>.01,
kavram agiklamaya dayal1, X?=-21, p>.01, bilissel siirece dayal: X?=2.18, p>.01, etkilesime dayal1 X?=2.41, p>.01)
gorev yaptiklar1 yerlesim birimine gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik gostermemektedir. Sira ortalama
puanlar incelendiginde ise kdy ve beldede gorev yapan d6gretmenlerin daha ¢ok etkilesime dayali (koy=145.93,
belde=140. 93) 6gretim stili tercih ettikleri, il merkezinde gérev yapan dgretmenlerin daha ¢ok 6grenmeye dayali
(136.04) dgretim stilini daha c¢ok tercih ettikleri goriilmektedir.

Tablo 5. Ogretmenlerinin Ogretim Stillerinin Gorev Yaptiklar1 Okullardaki Simf Mevcuduna Gore Kruskal
Wallis-H Testi Sonuglari

Simif N Ogrenmeye dayah Kavram Bilissel siirece Etkilesime dayah

mevcudu aciklamaya dayalh dayah
X X X X

0-20 111 11841 107.11 131.86 147.22

21-25 41 133.16 136.94 120.94 102.89

26-30 55 120.09 130.77 125.92 117.43

31+ 41 138.23 150.72 106.52 94.09

Toplam 248

Test sonucu KW X2=3.12 KW X?=-13.70 KW X2=3.90 KW X2=22.92
p>.01 p<.01 p>.01 p<.01

Tablo 5’te ¢alisma grubunu olusturan Ogretmenlerinin Ogretme stillerinin  dgretmenlerin  sinif mevcudu
degiskenine gore anlaml bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan Kruskal Wallis-H testi
sonuglar1 sunulmustur. Elde edilen bulgulara gére kavram agiklamaya dayah [KW X?=-13.70, p<0.01] ve
etkilesime dayali [KW X%>=22.92, p<0.01] dgretme stillerine iliskin aritmetik ortalamalar arasindaki fark
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur. Elde edilen farkin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugunun saptanmasi amaciyla
yapilan Mann Whitney-U testi sonunda 20 ve daha az sinif mevcuduna sahip 6gretmenlerin 30 ve daha fazla simif
mevcudu olan dgretmenlere oranla (U= 1462, p<.05) kavram agiklamaya dayali 6gretme stilini anlaml diizeyde
daha az kullandiklart sonucuna ulagilmistir. Bunun yan sira 20 ve daha az sinif mevcuduna sahip dgretmenlerin
31 ve daha fazla siif mevcudu olan 6gretmenlere oranla (U= 1325, p<.05) etkilesime dayali 6grenme stilini
anlaml diizeyde daha fazla kullandiklar1 sonucuna ulasilmistir. Sira ortalama puanlar incelendiginde 21-25, 26-
30, 31 ve istiinde sinif mevcudu olan dgretmenlerin daha ¢ok kavram agiklamaya dayali (21-25=136.94, 26-
30=130.77,31 ve iistii=150.72), 20 ve az sinif mevcudu olan gretmenlerin ise daha ¢ok etkilesime dayali (147.22)
Ogretim stilini tercih ettikleri goriilmektedir.
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Tablo 6. Ogretmenlerinin Ogretim Stillerinin Egitim Durumu Degiskenine Gore Kruskal Wallis-H Testi Sonuglari

Egitim N Ogrenmeye dayali Kavram Bilissel siirece Etkilesime dayah
Durumu aciklamaya dayalh  dayal
X X X X
Lisans 15 108.70 140.53 137.57 104.20
tamamlama
Lisans 215 12475 123.51 125.20 125.67
Y. Lisans 18 134.69 122.97 105.25 127.47
Toplam 248
Test sonucu KW X2=1.10, KW X?=.80 KW X?=1.82 KW X?=1.30
p>.01 p>.01 p>.01 p>.01

Tablo 6’da g¢alisma grubunu olusturan 6gretmenlerinin 6gretme stillerinin dgretmenlerin egitim durumu
degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan Kruskal Wallis-H testi
sonuglarina gdre dgretmenlerin 6gretim stilleri (6grenmeye dayali X?=1.10, p>.01, kavram aciklamaya dayali,
X2=-.80, p>.01, bilissel siirece dayal1 X?=1.82, p>.01, etkilesime dayal1 X>=1.30, p>.01) egitim durumlarima gore
istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik gostermemektedir. Sira ortalama puanlar incelendiginde ise egitim durumu
lisans tamamlama olan Ogretmenlerin daha ¢ok kavram agiklamaya dayali (140.53), lisans mezunu olan
Ogretmenlerin daha ¢ok etkilesime dayali (125.67), yiiksek lisans mezunu olan 6gretmenlerin daha ¢ok 6grenmeye
dayali (134.69) 6gretim stillerini tercih ettikleri tespit edilmistir.

Tablo 7. Ogretmenlerinin Ogretim Stillerinin Gorev Yaptiklar1 Okul Tiirii Degiskenine Gore Kruskal Wallis-H
Testi Sonuglar

Okul Tiirii N Ogrenmeye Kavram Bilissel siirece Etkilesime dayah
dayah aciklamaya dayalh dayah
X X X X

flkokul 75 128.47 115.15 137.63 119.17

Ortaokul 82 120.78 121.73 130.20 125.99

Lise 91 124.58 134.71 108.54 127.55

Toplam 248

Test sonucu KW X?=45p>.01 KW X?=3.25p>01 KW X2=1.82 KW X2=1.30, p>.01

p>.01

Tablo 7’den goriildiigli gibi Kruskal Wallis-H testi sonuglarina gore 6gretmenlerin dgretim stilleri gérev
yaptiklar1 okul tiiriine (6grenmeye dayali X?=.45, p>.01, kavram aciklamaya dayali, X>=3.25p>.01, bilissel siirece
dayali X°?=1.82, p>.01, etkilesime dayali X?=1.30, p>.01) gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik
gostermemektedir. Sira ortalama puanlar incelendiginde ilkokulda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin en ¢ok bilissel
stirece dayali (137.63), ortaokulda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin en ¢ok biligsel siirece (130.20), liselerde gorev yapan
Ogretmenlerin ise en ¢ok kavram aciklamaya (134.71) 6gretim stilini tercih ettikleri goriilmektedir.

Tablo 8. Ogretmenlerinin Ogretim Stillerinin Mesleki Kidem Degiskenine Gore Kruskal Wallis-H Testi
Sonuglari

Kidem Yih N Ogrenmeye dayah  Kavram Bilissel siirece Etkilesime dayal

aciklamaya dayah  dayah
X X X X

0-5 82 117.23 113.59 121.97 145.28

6-10 30 115.30 115.13 148.30 126.72

11-15 35 111.69 132.04 129.40 129.56

16-20 28  138.09 146.95 100.45 105.29

21+ 73 137.38 128.38 124.44 105.19

Toplam 248

Test sonucu KW X?=5.84 p>.01 KW X?=-5.77 KW X?=6.75 KW X2=11.48
p>.01 p>.01 p<.01
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Tablo 8’de ¢alisma grubunu olusturan Ogretmenlerinin O6gretme stillerinin 6gretmenlerin kidem yili
degiskenine gore anlaml bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan Kruskal Wallis-H testi
sonuglar1 sunulmustur. Elde edilen bulgulara gore etkilesime dayali [KW X?=11.48, p<0.01] 6gretme stillerine
iligkin aritmetik ortalamalar arasindaki fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur. Elde edilen farkin hangi
gruplar arasinda oldugunun saptanmasi amaciyla yapilan Mann Whitney-U testi sonunda 0-5 yil arasinda kidem
yilina sahip 6gretmenlerin etkilesime dayali 6gretme stilini 16-20 yil (U=2035, p<.01) ve (U=774, p<.01) 21 y1l
ve lizeri kideme sahip 6gretmenlere oranla anlamli diizeyde daha fazla kullandiklari sonucuna ulasilmistir. Sira
ortalama puanlar incelendiginde 0-5 yil arasinda mesleki kideme sahip dgretmenlerin en ¢ok etkilesime dayali
(145.28), 6-10 arasinda mesleki kideme sahip 6gretmenlerin en ¢ok biligsel siirece dayali (148.30), 11-15 yil
arasinda mesleki kideme sahip 6gretmenlerin en ¢ok kavram agiklamaya dayali (146.95), 21 yil ve iizeri kideme
sahip 6gretmenlerin ise en ¢ok 6gretmeye dayali 6gretim stilini tercih ettikleri goriilmektedir.

Tartisma ve Sonu¢

Bir 6gretmenin 6gretim stili tercihinde birgok etken rol alabilir. Grasha (2002)’ya gore &gretim stilini;
ogrencilerin 6zellikleri ve yetenekleri, 6gretmenin kisiler arast verimli iligkiler gelistirme istegi, 6gretmenlerin
O0grenme gorevini kontrol etme ihtiyaci, 6grencilerin, 6grenme stili ve dgrencilere ait durumsal (o giline ya da o
ana ait acil ihtiyag¢ ve istekler) talepler etkiler. Bu unsurlarin yani sira 6gretmenlerin dgretim stilli tercihlerinde
deneyimleri, hizmet oncesi aldiklar1 egitim, calistiklar1 okul tiirii gibi demografik 6zellikler de ogretim stili
tercihlerinde belirleyici olabilir diigiincesi ile bu arastirma &gretmenlerin 6gretim stilleri farkli degiskenler
acisindan incelenmistir.

Arastirmadan elde edilen bulgulara gore 6gretmenlerin cinsiyet degiskenine goére 6gretim stilleri arasindaki
fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmamistir. Ancak Artvinli (2010) cografya 6gretmenlerinin 6gretim stillerinin
kavram aciklamaya dayali ve etkilesime dayali 6gretim stillerinde kadin 6gretmenler lehine farklilagtigi,
o6grenmeye dayali stilde ise erkek Ogretmenler lehine farklilastigi sonucuna ulasmistir. Buna karsilik biligsel
stirece dayali 6gretme stilinde kadin ve erkek cografya 6gretmenleri arasinda anlamli bir fark saptamamistir. Bu
calismada da sira ortalama puanlara gore kadin dgretmenler daha ¢ok etkilesime dayali, erkek 6gretmenler ise
ogretmeye dayali 6gretim stilini tercih etmektedir. Kadin ve erkek 6gretmenlerin 6gretim stilleri istatistiksel olarak
anlaml farklilik gostermese de Artvinli 'nin (2010) calismasi ile benzerlik gostermektedir. Literatiirde cinsiyet
degiskeninin 6gretmen/6gretmen adaylarinin 6gretim stillerinde fark yaratmadigini ortaya koyan ¢aligmalar (Can;
2011; Uredi, 2011; Zeng, 2016) oldugu gibi, farklilastigimi tespit eden calismalar (Lacey, Saleh ve Gorman 1998;
Maden, 2012) da bulunmaktadir. Bu durumda cinsiyetin 6gretmenlerin 6gretim stillerinde belirleyici olup
olmadigini sdylemek giictiir.

Arastirmadan elde edilen bulgulara gore brans degiskenine gore de Ogretmenlerin Ogretim stillerinin
istatistiksel olarak farklilasmadigi sonucuna ulasilmigtir. Sozel ders (tarih, cografya, sosyal) 6gretmenlerinin
sayisal ders (matematik, fizik, kimya) Ogretmenlerine oranla 6grenmeye dayali (daha ¢ok ezber) dgretim stili
tercihleri daha yiiksektir. Ayn1 zamanda sanat, beden egitimi ve okul dncesi dgretmenlerinin etkilesime dayali
Ogretim stili tercihleri diger brans 0gretmenlerine gore daha yiiksek olmasina ragmen fark istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bulunmamustir. Alias ve Zakaria (2008) {iniversite 6gretim iiyeleri izerinde yaptig1 arastirmasinda teknik
egitim boliimii 6gretim liyelerinin mithendislik, teknoloji yonetimi, bilgi teknolojisi 6gretim iiyelerine gére kavram
aciklamaya dayali 6gretim stillini daha az tercih ettikleri sonucuna ulagsmis ve bunu endise verici bulmustur. Ciinki
Ogrencilerin soyut kavramlar1 anlayarak Ogrenmesi gerektigini savunmakta ve gelecegin Ogretmenlerin
yetistirilmesinde 6gretmeye dayali 6gretim stili yerine kavram agiklamaya dayali 6gretim stilinin daha ¢ok tercih
edilmesi gerektigini dile getirmektedir. Belki de Byrne (2007)’nin ifade ettigi gibi &gretmenler Ogrettigi
konulardan bagimsiz olarak okulda oturmus olan kiiltiire gére 6gretim stilini belirlemektedir.

Arastirmadan elde edilen bir bagka bulguya gore 6gretmenlerin 6gretim stilleri gorev yaptiklar1 yerlesim
birimine gore anlamh farklilik géstermemektedir. Sira ortalama puanlara gore ise kdy ve beldede gorev yapan
ogretmenler etkilesime dayali 6gretim stilini daha ¢ok tercih etmekte ve il merkezinde gorev yapan 6gretmenler
o0grenmeye dayali 6gretim stilini daha ¢ok tercih etmektedirler. Farkli iilkelerde gérev yapan Ogretmenlerin
Ogretim stilleri gorev yaptiklart iilkelere gore farklilagabilmektedir (Cothran vd., 2005; Gencel, 2013) ancak
Ogretmenlerin 6gretim stilinin bir sehrin yerlesim birimine gore farklilasmadigi sdylenebilir.
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Arastirmadan elde edilen bulgular incelendiginde dgretmenlerin sinif mevcudu degiskeninin dgretmenlerin
Ogretim stili tercihlerinde fark yarattigi sonucu elde edilmistir. 20 ve daha az sinif mevcuduna sahip 6gretmenlerin
30 ve daha fazla sinif mevcudu olan 6gretmenlere oranla kavram agiklamaya dayali 6gretim stilini anlamli diizeyde
daha az kullandiklar1 sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bunun yani sira 20 ve daha az sinif mevcuduna sahip dgretmenlerin
30 ve daha fazla sinif mevcudu olan 6gretmenlere oranla etkilesime dayali 6grenme stilini anlamli diizeyde daha
fazla kullandiklar1 sonucuna ulasilmigtir. Arastirma sonuglarina gore sinif mevcudu daha az olan 6gretmenler
etkilesime dayali dgretim stilini daha fazla kavram agiklamaya dayali 6gretim stilini daha az kullanmaktadir.
Calismadan elde edilen sonuclar Artvinli (2010)’nin c¢aligmasinda elde edilen sonuglar ile paralellik
gostermektedir. Sinif sayilarinin kalabalik olusu 6gretmemelere grup ¢alismalar1 yapmaya firsat vermiyor olabilir.

Ogretmenlerin egitim durumlarma gére dgretim stillerine iliskin bulgular incelendiginde ise dgretmenlerin
ogretim stillerinde anlamli bir farklilik olmadigi tespit edilmistir. Artvinli (2010) egitim enstitiisii mezunu cografya
6gretmenlerinin 6grencilerin simgeler ve sézel yol ile bilgi edinmesini, etkilesim olmadan bireysel ¢aligmasini ve
dersi dinlemesini de igeren daha ¢ok dgretmen merkezli ve davranigci 6gretme stillerini uyguladiklart sonucuna
ulagmustir. Lisansiistii egitim géren 6gretmenlerin ise daha ¢ok etkilesime dayali 6gretim stillerini tercih ettiklerini
belirtmekte ve bu sonucun Zhang (2007) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada da desteklendigini dile getirmektedir.
Genc ve Ogan-Bekiroglu, (2004) da 6gretmenlerin egitim diizeyinin arttik¢a daha ¢ok 6grenci merkezli 6gretim
stillilerini tercih ettiklerini belirtmektedir. Ancak bu arastirmada dgretmenlerin 6gretim stilleri egitim durumlarina
gore anlamli farklilik gostermemektedir. Bunun yani sira ortalama puanlara gore etkilesime dayali 6gretim stilinde
lisans ve yiiksek lisans mezunu Ogretmenlerin ortalamasi egitim durumu lisans tamamlama diizeyinde olan
Ogretmenlere gore daha yiiksektir ancak 6grenmeye dayali 6gretim stilinde en yiiksek sira ortalama puanin yiiksek
lisans mezunu dgretmenlerde olmasi ¢arpicidir.

Ogretmenlerin gorev yaptiklar1 okul diizeyi gore (ilkokul, ortaokul, lise) dgretim stillerine iliskin bulgular
incelendiginde de 6gretmenlerin 6gretim stillerinde anlamli bir farklilik olmadig tespit edilmistir. Sira ortalama
puanlara gore ilkokul ve ortaokulda gérev yapan dgretmenlerin daha gok biligsel siirece dayali, liselerde gorev
yapan dgretmenlerin ise daha ¢ok kavram agiklamaya G6gretim stilini tercih ettikleri tespit edilmistir. Artvinli
(2010) gorev yapilan okul tiiriine gore kavram agiklamaya dayali 6gretim stilinde cografya 6gretmenlerin 6gretim
stillerinin farklilastigi sonucuna ulagmustir. Buna goére kavram agiklamaya dayali 6gretme stilinde Anadolu, Fen,
Sosyal Bilimler Liselerinde gorev yapan 6gretmenler ile meslek liselerinde gérev yapan 6gretmenler arasinda
Anadolu, Fen, Sosyal Bilimler Liselerinde gorev yapan dgretmenler lehine fark ¢ikmistir. Artvinli (2010)’ye gore
bu fark birinci gruptaki okul tiirlerinde iiniversite sinavi kaygist ile daha ¢ok ezbere dayali cografya egitimi
yapildig1 seklinde yorumlanmistir. Bu arastirmada da lise 6gretmenlerinin ilkokul ve ortaokul 6gretmenlerine gore
kavram agiklamaya dayali 6gretim stili ortalamalarinin yiiksek olusu {iniversite sinavina hazirlik kaygisindan
kaynaklantyor olabilir.

Aragtirmadan elde edilen bir diger bulgu ise; 6gretmenlerin kidem degiskeninin 6gretmenlerin 6gretim
stili tercihlerinde fark yarattigidir. 0-5 yil arasinda kidem yilina sahip 6gretmenlerin etkilesime dayali 6gretme
stilini 16-20 yil ve 21 yil ve iizeri kideme sahip 6gretmenlere oranla anlamli diizeyde daha fazla kullandiklari
sonucuna ulagilmistir. Benzer sonuclar Artvinli (2010) ve Alias ve Zakaria (2008) calismalarinda da yer
almaktadir. Ulkemizde uygulanan dgretim programlarinda isbirligine dayali gretim yontemlerinin kullanilmasi
ve Ogrencinin bilgiyi pasif olarak almasi degil, etkinlikler yoluyla bilgiyi yapilandirmas: yani derste §grencinin
aktif, 6gretmenin ise rehber olmasi beklenmekte, baska bir degisle 6gretimin yapilandirmaci yaklasim esasina
gore ylriitilmesi gerekmektedir (MEB, 2005) . Egitim fakiiltelerinin programlar1 bilgi, beceri, deger
kazanimlarinin yaninda sistemli ve planli bir sekilde adaylarin 6gretmenlik deneyimi kazanmalarina imkéan saglar.
Bu deneyim fakiilte-okul igbirligi igerisinde yiiriitiiliir. Tiirkiye’de fakiilte-okul isbirligi igerisinde yiiriitiilen bu
deneyimle Ogretim bi¢imi yapilandirmaci yaklasimin bir drnegi olarak degerlendirilebilir (Kaya, 2016). Bu
baglamda 6zellikle 1-5 yil arasindaki kideme sahip dgretmenlerin hizmet 6ncesinde egitimde yapilandirmaci
anlayisa gore yetistikleri diisiiniilebilir. Yiiksek kideme sahip 6gretmenlerin ise daha ¢ok geleneksel yontemlere
bagl kalmis olabilir. Ogrenci merkezli &gretim stiline sahip olan Ogretmenler yapilandirmaci ortamlar
hazirlamada daha basarilidir (Uredi ve Uredi 2009). Ogrenmeden &gretilemeyecegine gore dgretmen adaylarmin,
O0gretmen yetistirme programlarinda bulunduklari siralarda 6gretme 6grenme kuram, strateji ve stilleri konularinda
yetistirilmelerinin biiyiik 6nemi vardir. Bdylece yontem bilesenleri agisindan daha genis ongoriilii 6greticiler
yetistirmek olasi olacaktir (Babadogan, 2000).
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Arastirma sonuglaria gore smif mevcudu diisiik olan dgretmenler etkilesime dayali dgretim stilini tercih
etmektedir. Bu baglamda 6gretmenlerin sinif i¢i aktivitelere ve grup calismalarina firsat vermesi igin sinif
mevcutlarinin diisiiriilmesine yonelik ¢aligmalar yapilmasi 6nerilebilir.

Arastirmadan elde edilen bir baska sonuca gore mesleki kidemi az olan dgretmenlerin etkilesime dayali 6gretim
stilini daha ¢ok tercih ettikleri diistiniildiigiinde ozellikle mesleki kidemi fazla olan 6gretmenlere geleneksel
yontemlerden styrilmalari i¢in hizmet i¢i egitim seminerleri diizenlenebilir.

Ogretmenlerin 6gretim stillerinde cinsiyet, brans, egitim durumu, okul tird vb. degiskenlerin etkisinin
arastirilacagt daha genig capli arastirmalar yapilabilir. Ogretmelerin 6gretim stilleri tercihlerinde hangi
degiskenlerin belirleyici olduguna yonelik 6gretmen goriislerinin alinacagi nitel arastirmalar yapilabilir.

Bilgilendirme

Bu calisma IX. Uluslararast Egitim Aragtirmalari1 Kongresi'nde 6zet metin olarak sunulmustur.
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