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The purpose of the study is to determine the communicative approaches used by
pre-service teachers in science teaching. For this purpose, a 7-week training program
was developed and applied to raise the pre-service teachers’ awareness of dialogic
teaching and communicative approach. Before and after this training program, one
lesson of each pre-service teacher was video-recorded. These videos were analyzed
on the basis of four classes of communicative approach developed by Mortimer and
Scott (2003). In line with the purpose of the study, the discourse analysis method
was employed to determine the communicative approach used by the pre-service
teachers. Moreover, the pre-service teachers were asked to watch their lessons
video-recorded before and after the implementation of the training program and to
write which communicative approach they used in these lessons and why they used
this approach. The findings of the current study revealed that the pre-service
teachers mostly preferred the authoritative approach before the training program;
yet, after the training program, besides the authoritative approach, they started to
use dialogic interaction-based communicative approach in their lessons. Their
reasons for using this communicative approach were also elicited.
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Bu c¢alismanin amaci, fen bilgisi O0gretmen adaylarinin fen Ogretiminde
kullandiklar1 iletisimsel yaklagimlart belirlemektir. Bu amagla, &gretmen
adaylarina diyalojik Ogretim ve iletisimsel yaklagima yonelik farkindalik
olusturmak i¢in 2012-2013 akademik yilmin ikinci yarisinda Ogretmenlik
uygulamasi dersinde 7 hafta siiren bir egitim programi gelistirilmis ve
uygulanmustir. Egitim Oncesi ve sonrasi Ogretmenlerin birer dersleri videoya
kaydedilmistir. Ogretmen adaylarinin ders videolar1 Mortimer ve Scott (2003)
tarafindan gelistirilen iletisimsel yaklagimlarin simiflarina gore analiz edilmistir.
Arastirmanin amaci dogrusunda dgretmen adaylarmin kullandiklari iletisimsel
yaklasimlart belirlemek igin sdylem analizi yontemi kullanilmistir. Ayrica
Ogretmen adaylarindan egitim Oncesi ve sonrast derslerini izlemeleri ve
kendilerine gore derslerinde siklikla kullandiklar iletisimsel yaklasimi ve bu
iletisimsel yaklagimi kullanma gerekgelerini yazmalari istenmistir. Arastirmanin
bulgularia gore, caligmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin egitimden 6nce siklikla
otoriter yaklagimlart tercih ettikleri, egitimden sonra ise otoriter yaklasimlarin
yaninda diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagimi da derslerinde kullanmaya
bagladiklari tespit edilmis ve kullanmalarindaki gerekgeler ortaya ¢ikarilmigtir.
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Introduction

Dialogic Instruction

Dialogue is seen not only as a process of acquiring ideas and consensus on a particular topic, but also as a
process of acquiring knowledge that students have not previously acquired on their own (Game and Metcalfe,
2009: 45). In other words, because of the intense social interaction experienced in the dialogue process, individuals
educate themselves and other participants. Dialogue, therefore, has a pedagogical potential. It derives its power
from social interaction, which is also the basis of the social constructivist philosophy. Therefore, on the basis of
the idea that learning and teaching has a socio-cultural aspect, researchers have used the concept of “dialogic
instruction” (Alexander, 2006; Nystrand, Gamoran, Kachur, Prendergast, 1997).

According to Alexander (2006), dialogic instruction should seek ways of expanding the reasoning and
conception of the student. In addition, making students active is important in dialogic instruction. Key
characteristics of dialogic instruction; collective, opposite, supportive, cumulative and purposeful (Alexander,
2006). The key point in dialogic instruction is that classroom speech should be cumulative in nature. That is,
teachers and students develop ideas and in this way jointly construct information in the classroom environment
(Mortimer and Scott, 2000). Dialogic instruction is supported by the increasing use of original and subject-relevant
questions posed by the teacher. But what really matters here is the nature of the communication surrounding these
questions (Nystrand, Wu, Gamorgan, Zeiser and Long, 2003). In general, the most critical thought in dialogic
instruction concerns how much active roles are assigned to students as participants in building their own
knowledge base in classroom speech (van Zee and Minstrell, 1997; van Zee, Iwasyk, Kurose, Simpson and Wild,
2001). Therefore, the role of teachers is to encourage students to participate actively in class, stimulate ideas and
opinions, and support their reasoning, thus helping them to construct their knowledge base (Lehesvuori, 2013).

In dialogic instruction, the students' ideas are considered without being judged, their participation is supported,
ideas are discussed and respected. When different stages of inquiry-based instruction are evaluated, the lack of
dialogic dimension emerges as a major challenge. This is due to the fact that the inquiry-based research is not
conducted as it should because teachers are seen either to control more than what is required in the inquiry; that
is, adopt the authoritative approach or to never direct students; which should not happen in the inquiry-based
approach. Especially while shifting from simple daily explanations to more scientific ones, the teacher
himself/herself should not transmit all scientific knowledge to students in the classroom environment, though this
knowledge is needed (Roth, 2005).

Inquiry in dialogic instruction develops high-level thinking (Chin, 2006) and involves appropriate use of
different communicative approaches, and therefore brings more meaningful learning activities (Scott and Amettler,
2007). The most important role in initiating and maintaining such activities belongs to the teacher intending to be
not only the source of information but also the manager of the in-class communication. Students are not expected
to learn without the guidance of the teacher (Roth, 2005). However, if teachers want to carry out the instruction in
a meaningful manner, they can adopt meaningful discursive strategies in learning processes (Mercer, Dawes,
Wegerif and Sams, 2004).

Dialogic instruction in science classes can be understood not only as a reciprocal interaction between the
supporter and participants in the class, but also as the teacher’s managing the dialogue between different ideas
(e.g. daily and scientific information) (Mortimer and Scott, 2003). An effective science teacher will not only help
students understand the content of the science curriculum, but will also help students to better understand science.
Therefore, Lemke’s (1990) suggestion that “science education should make students people who can speak of
science fluently” can be elaborated as "science education should make students speakers who are aware of what
they say, thoughtful and can speak fluently” (Mortimer and Scott, 2000).

Dialogic instruction includes important features to promote deeper learning and motivation. However, it has
failed to adequately emphasize the fact that science teaching must also have an authoritative dimension. The gap
between scholarly knowledge and students’ prior knowledge cannot be closed only by using dialogic approaches.
That is, students come to classes with their daily information. The aim of the teacher should be to convert the
everyday language of students into a scientific language using the communicative approach. But the teacher cannot
fulfill this aim only by using dialogic approaches. Authoritative approaches need certainly to be used during the
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lesson. Thus, the concept of communicative approach (Mortimer and Scott, 2003) presents a different perspective
to the description of science class interaction, taking into account both the dialogic and the authoritative view.

Interaction in Science Classes

According to Mortimer and Scott (2003: 24-25), there are patterns in science classes that teachers and students
use when interacting with each other. The purpose of creating these patterns is to describe and analyze the ways
teachers manage the speech in science classes in such a way as to promote students' learning. To this end, an
analytic framework has been developed (Table 1). This framework addresses different aspects of teacher-student
interaction in science classes and is a tool for planning and analyzing science teaching interactions. This analytical
framework is built on five interconnected dimensions.

Table 1. Analytic Framework: A Tool for Planning and Analyzing Science Teaching Activities

1. Instructional Objectives 2. Content
3. Communicative Approach

4. Patterns of Discourse 5. Teacher Interventions

On the center of the framework is there the concept of “communicative approach” and it brings a viewpoint of
how the teacher should work with students to develop ideas in the class. Mortimer and Scott (2003) used the
concept of communicative approach to develop students’ knowledge in science classes and to qualify how teachers
use the language. The classes of communicative approach have been defined on the basis of whether the in-class
discourse is authoritative or dialogic in nature and whether it is interactive or non-interactive (Mortimer and Scott,
2003: 33). The classes of communicative approach are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Classes of Communicative Approach

INTERACTIVE NON-INTERACTIVE
Many Voices Single Voice
DIALOGIC Dialogic interactive Dialogic non-interactive
Many ldeas Many voices and many ideas Single voice but many ideas
AUTHORITATIVE Authoritative interactive Authoritative non-interactive
Single Idea Many voices but single idea Single voice and single idea

Scott and Ametller (2007) have emphasized that for effective science teaching to occur, it must involve both
dialogic and authoritative dimensions. For example, if discussions are started with dialogical approach and students
are given the opportunity to work on different ideas, then at some points, discussions should be ended with
authoritative approach. The closure phase can be very important (for example, while explaining the difference
between students' daily knowledge and scientific knowledge). Effective teachers often review the opinions that
emerge during the conversation or summarize the explanations developed towards the end of the discussion. The
teacher’s this revision and summarization of the scientific knowledge are made possible through the authoritative
non-interactive approach.

The basic principle for effective inquiry in science teaching to occur is that it should include opportunities for
researching ideas in the inquiry process, comparing alternative explanations, testing and evaluating ideas, and for
the whole class and small group discourse promoting evidence-based reasoning. Interventions and exploratory
discussions that support teachers and students to use the dialogically interactive communicative approach in an
effective way have significant and positive effects on learning process and product and cognitive development of
students (Mercer et al., 2004).
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the current study is to determine the communicative approaches used in science education. In
this regard, responses to the following questions will be sought:

1. What are the communicative approaches used by the pre-service teachers before and after the implementation
of the training program?

2. What is the communicative approach often preferred by the pre-service teachers in their classes and the
reasons for using this communicative approach before and after the implementation of the training program?

Significance of the Study

The research-inquiry process is considered not only as "exploration and experimentation" but also as a process
of generating "explanation and argument”. Research-inquiry based learning is a student-centered learning in which
students feel the desire to explore everything in their surroundings, build strong arguments by making evidence-
based explanations about the natural and physical world around them, and grow up as individuals who are excited
and knowledgeable about science, in short, it is an approach through which students construct the knowledge in
their minds like a scientist by experiencing-doing-thinking. Teachers encourage their students to take part in
dialogues in which they can express their ideas comfortably, support their ideas with a variety of evidence, and
develop counter arguments to refute their friends' claims. In written or oral discussions involving counter
arguments, teachers take on the role of guidance during discussions generated and directed by students on the basis
of reliable data and evidence (Ministry of National Education, 2013).

One of the key principles of the inquiry-based science education is the requirement that the inquiry process
should include opportunities for the examination of questions and opinions as well as opportunities to enable
students to make reasoning on the basis of evidence and opinions. Therefore, teaching and learning science
captures the teacher’s directing the discourse promoting inquiry and students’ participating in conversations
promoting their learning (Hackling, Smith and Murcia, 2010). However, the research has revealed that though the
curriculums are built on these principals of inquiry, in practice authoritative discourses have been used more than
necessary and inquiries have been prevented through the teacher directions (Lehesvuori, Ratinen, Kulhomaki,
Lappi and Viiri, 2011; Ryder and Leach, 2006). The reason for this is explained by Pimentel and McNeill (2013)
in their study investigating science classes as follows: though teachers believe that the classroom discussions they
manage are not ideal, they go on demonstrating authoritative attitudes. That is, though teachers know that they
should not use authoritative approaches, they frequently make use of them in their classes. According to Mercer,
Dawes and Staarman (2009), the reason for the frequent use of authoritative approaches is their relative easiness
of implementation compared to dialogic approaches.

Teachers need to use dialogic approaches to encourage students to be involved in dialogues in which they can
express their ideas comfortably, support their ideas with a variety of evidence, and develop counter arguments to
refute their friends' claims. However, although there is a limited amount of research in our country about the
discourses used by science teachers in science teaching (Akis, 2012; Kanadli and Saglam, 2012), there are a lot of
international studies focusing on the discourses used by teachers to teach the subjects in science curriculums in
their classes (Mortimer and Scott, 2003; Lehesvuori, Viiri and Puttonen, 2010; Monilari, Mameli and Grisci, 2012;
Pimentel and McNeil, 2013; Lofgren, Schoultz, Hultman and Bjérklund, 2013; Lehesvuori, Viiri and Puttonen,
2011). Moreover, when the domestic literature is reviewed, it is seen that while there is some research pointing to
the need of using dialogic approaches in argumentation works by teachers (Demirbag, 2017) and to teach the
nature of science to students (Kaya et al., 2016), there is no study aiming to introduce dialogic instruction and
communicative approach to pre-service teachers and investigating how they use them in their classes. In this
connection, only one study was encountered looking at the effectiveness of a professional development program
designed to improve science teachers' classroom discourse (Kanadli and Saglam, 2016). In this context, the pre-
service teachers were informed about the concepts of dialogic instruction and communicative approach and a 7-
week training program was developed and applied to raise their awareness of dialogic teaching and communicative
approach. The use of dialogic approaches, a group of communicative approaches, by science teachers in science
classes within the context of the current study is believed to yield valuable insights into how they can be used in
inquiry-based science teaching, in teaching the nature of science to students, in argumentation applications and in
STEM (Ortman, 2015) applications.
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Method
Research Model

The current study was conducted within the context of a doctoral dissertation aiming to support the professional
development of senior pre-service classroom teachers. The purpose of the current study presented here is to
determine the communicative approaches used by two pre-service teachers in science teaching. To this end, the
discourse analysis method was used to determine the communicative approaches used in the class. For the
discourse analysis, the lessons of the pre-service teachers selected from the participating group were used as sample
cases.

Study Group

The current study was conducted on two volunteer senior students having taken the course of “Practicum
Teaching” in the spring term of 2012-2013 academic year in the Department of Science Teaching at the Elementary
Education Program of the Education Faculty of Pamukkale University. The pre-service teachers had never
encountered the concept of communicative approach before the study. Though many pre-service teachers
participated in the study on a volunteer basis, only one male and one female pre-service teacher thoroughly
completed the training; thus, only their data were used in the analyses. Pseudo-names were given to these two
participants and these names will be used hereafter. The sampling process in discourse analysis is different from
the sampling process in other research techniques because discourse analysis is concerned with the language used
in a text or a discourse whereas other research methods are concerned with people. In other words, it is not the
people who use the language, but the language itself is the focus of discourse analysis. In this sense, there is no
sampling directed to people in discourse analysis. This makes it possible to conduct discourse studies with smaller
samples. Actually, a larger sample makes it difficult to analytically manage the study; in addition, does not make
important contributions to the research findings (Elliot, 1996; cited in Bas and Akturan, 2008).

Data Collection Process

At the beginning of the study, one lesson of each pre-service teacher was video-recorded to determine the
communicative approaches they used in their lessons. During the video-recording, the pre-service teachers did not
know the reason why their lessons were video-recorded. They were video-recorded by their peers. Then, in order
the raise the pre-service teachers’ awareness of dialogic instruction and communicative approach, a seven-week
training program was developed and applied. The pre-service teachers were subjected to this training two hours a
week. The general objective of this training was to maintain the existence and application of communicative
approach (e.g. theoretical explanations, samples and applied activities). Training was given as follows through the
seven-week period:

As majority of the pre-service teachers stated that they did not know much about the renewed 2013 science
curriculum, it was decided to inform them about this renewed program in the first week of the training and to talk
about teacher and student roles. In the second week, a presentation was prepared and made to the students about
what science teaching and science learning is and how dialogic instruction should be according to Vygotsyk’s
viewpoint. In the third week, the pre-service teachers were informed about the theoretical framework of
communicative approach developed by Mortimer and Scott (2003). In the fourth week, sample science lesson
plans (about the subject of corrosion) prepared by Mortimer and Scott (2003) were shown to students to illustrate
how each communicative approach can be used in the class. In these sample lesson plans, it is possible to see how
each communicative approach is used through a series of lessons by the teacher and how students’ daily language
is translated into scientific language. In the fifth week, the teacher translated the episodes given in the article “An
Investigation of Dialogic Teaching in Science Classrooms” (Scott, Ametler, Staarman and Mercer, 2007) to clarify
how different communicative approaches are used in the class, putting particular emphasis on the dialogic-
interactive communicative approach and presented them to the pre-service teachers. In this article, concept
cartoons are used to initiate the dialogic interaction. And in the lesson plans, it is stated that in the initiation and
development of classroom discussions, argumentations, guess-observe-explain, concept cartoons etc. can be used
and some sample applications were performed with the pre-service teachers. In the sixth week, the teacher again
translated the article “The Tension Between Authoritative and Dialogic Discourse: A Fundamental Characteristic
of Meaning Making Interactions in High School Science Lessons (Scott, Mortimer and Aguiar, 2006)” and its
episodes were presented to the pre-service teachers to make them better understand how different communicative
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approaches are used in the class and the tension between all the communicative approaches. In the seventh week,
in order to illustrate how productive classroom communications should be, a presentation was prepared and shared
with the pre-service teachers (Ugak, 2014).

At the end of the training, the pre-service teachers were asked to prepare lesson plans in line with the objectives
of the subject to be studied in the class by the science teacher in the given week. The participating pre-service
teachers planned their lessons to last 40 minutes and delivered them in the application school. After the training,
the lessons delivered by the pre-service teachers were also video-recorded by their peers. Following the completion
of the video-recordings, the pre-service teachers watched their pre-training and post-training lesson recordings and
they were asked to write about the communicative approaches they think they frequently used in their lessons and
the rationales for their selection of these communicative approaches. Thus, the communicative approaches
frequently used by these two pre-service teachers in their lessons and the rationales behind their preference for
these approaches were determined.

Data Analysis

The basic data source of the study is the video-recordings of the pre-service teachers. These video-recordings
were subjected to discourse analysis by using the MAXQDA 11 program package. By calculating how long which
communicative approach was used in the dialogues having occurred in the lessons of each teacher, the general
tendency of the pre-service teachers was attempted to be elicited. After the transcription of the video-recordings,
the dialogues re-read in company with the video images and codes were produced.

Discourse analysis is a type of qualitative analysis in which written texts are subjected to a detailed linguistic
analysis (Ozdemir, 2010). Discourse analysis is based on the discourse and built on the analysis of daily sentences
or texts within the context of the discourse. Different from the content analysis, discourse analysis attempts to find
the real meanings of words, sentences and expressions (Bas and Akturan, 2008).

The codes of the data analysis concerning the video-recordings were derived from the communicative approach
defined by Mortimer and Scott (2003) and are as follows:

e Authoritative interactive: There are question-answer routines, very little time is allocated to alternative and
different opinions and student answers are frequently subjected to evaluation.

¢ Dialogic interactive: Students’ opinions (e.g. daily knowledge) are explored without being judged and they
are capitalized on. The teacher does not seek for a specific point of view; rather, tries to elicit students’ viewpoints
in a purposeful manner and works on conflicting opinions.

e Authoritative non-interactive: The teacher clearly presents the scientific knowledge mostly by means of
lecturing.

e Dialogic non-interactive: From the students’ conflicting opinions having been previously stated, the teacher
proceeds towards scientific opinions. Meanwhile, he/she does not interact with students.

By watching the video-recordings of each pre-service teacher, they were analyzed on the basis of the codes
defined above through discourse analysis. In light of these codings, it became possible to see the communicative
approaches used by the pre-service teachers throughout the lesson. With the transcriptions of the video-recordings,
the communicative approaches used by the pre-service teachers were exemplified.

While analyzing the data, a video-recording of a pre-service teacher randomly selected was coded by two
researchers having qualitative research experience and having participated in communicative approach trainings
and then inter-rater coefficient was calculated. Then, these two researchers came together to examine the
consistency between their analyses and discussed differently addressed codes to reach an agreement. In the
calculation of the consistency coefficient;

P= [Na/Na+Nd] x 100 (Miles and Huberman, 1994: 69) formula was used. The inter-rater coefficient was
calculated and is presented in Table 3.
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Table 3. Inter-rater Reliability

Data Set Number of Agreement Number of Ratio of Agreement (P)
(Na) Disagreement
(Nd)
The Video-Recording 73 7 91.25

of the Pre-service
Teacher Aylin

At the same time, after the completion of training, the pre-service teachers were asked to watch their own
video-recordings and to report the communicative approaches they had used through discourse analysis.
Furthermore, an expert outside the current study was invited to watch the video-recording of a pre-service teacher
randomly selected and to examine the discourse analysis report formed as a result of the linguistically-oriented
reliability study and to give feedbacks. The codes of the data analysis related to the video-recordings were derived
from the communicative approach defined by Mortimer and Scott (2003). The discourse analysis was conducted
according to these codes. Agreement was reached on these codings and teacher-student and student-student
dialogues could easily be gathered under these categories. Thus, the research findings can be tested in similar
environments. In this regard, by giving detailed information about all the stages of the study, the validity of the
study was established.

Findings

The Communicative Approach Used by the Pre-service Teachers in their Lessons before and
after the Training Program

The analysis of the lessons of the pre-service teachers before and after the training program revealed that both
pre-service teachers used the similar communicative approaches before and after the training program. The pre-
service teacher Aylin’s in-class applications before the training program are exemplified below.

The pre-service teacher Aylin’s in-class applications before the training program

The pre-service teacher Aylin conducted her practicum teaching in the science classes of the sixth grade
students. The pre-service teacher taught the subject “the structure of blood” in her lesson delivered before the
training program. Below can be seen that graph (Graph 1) of the analysis of the pre-service teacher Aylin’s lesson
video in terms of the communicative approach.

& Others 3 ORI i G a0

Dialogic
non-interactive
Dialogic
interactive

» Authoritative i < R L4h * % ¢ e b e e
interactive

& Authoritative * e "M N
non-interactive

Graph 1. The Graph of the analysis of the pre-service teacher Aylin’s lesson video before the training program
in terms of the communicative approach
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* In the graph, the horizontal axis refers to the time in minutes and the vertical axis refers to the communicative approach. What
is meant with others is the cases in which there is no communication such as the teacher’s announcements, switching on and off the
video, students’ watching images in the microscope or watching videos or out-of-class discourse.

As can be seen in Graph 1, the pre-service teacher Aylin preferred the authoritative interactive and authoritative
non-interactive communicative approaches in her lesson. The pre-service teacher Aylin started her lesson with the
authoritative interactive approach and a part of the discourse she used in her lesson is given below:

1. Aylin T: Now let’s remember what are our microcurcilation and macrocurcilation organs; can you
tell me? Which organs are they, yes?

S.12: Heart.

Aylin T: Yes, heart, what else.

S.22: Blood vessels.

Aylin T: Yes, there are blood vessels, yes, you?
S.17: Blood.

Aylin T: There is blood.

S.23: Kidney.

Aylin T: Yes, there is the kidney, it flows through the kidney.
10.S.12: Lung.

11. Aylin T: Yes, there is the lung.

12.S.22: Artery.

13. Aylin T: Yes, we have the artery.

14.S.23: Vein.

15. Aylin T: We have the vein.

© ©® N o R~ LD

16.S.12: Capillary vessel.

17. Aylin T: Yes, we have capillary vessels.

18.S.17: Capillary vessel.

19. Aylin T: We have already said, yes we have capillary vessels.
20.S. 27: Teacher!

21. Aylin T: Yes, Mehmet.

22.S. 27: There is the aorta.

23.Aylin T: Yes, there is the aorta.

24.S. 27: There is the lung artery.

25. Aylin T: Yes, there is the lung artery.

26. Aylin T: Yes, in our lesson last week we learned the duties of our blood vessels, how they carry the
blood, how it is cleaned in our lungs and then how it circulates our body and gets dirty. In our lesson
today, | think you remember in our first lesson we likened our body to a city center and the blood
vessels to the roads in this city center. Now we have remembered our blood vessels. Now, what is the
structure that orders the concerned organ to clean the dirty blood? That is, what is there in our blood,
that is cleaned and polluted, carries oxygen and nutrients? Blood, isn’t it, children?

In this part of the discourse, the pre-service teacher Aylin receives answers to an closed-ended question she
has asked to students until the 26" dialogue. The pre-service teacher Aylin only confirms the students’ answers in
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3d gth 7th 11t 13t 15t 17t 19% 23" and 25 dialogues. In the 26™ dialogue, she continues her lesson by using
the authoritative non-interactive communicative approach.

The pre-service teacher adjusted the two microscopes she brought to the class. Then, she invited each student
to the table to look at the image seen in the microscope and then asked them to draw it in their notebooks. As the
classroom was crowded and as there were only two microscopes, this activity took a long time. Meanwhile, as
there was no communication occurring between the teacher and the students apart from the instructions, these parts
(time between the 5™ and 13" minutes) were analyzed under the group of others.

In the following sections of the class, the pre-service teacher continues her lesson by asking closed ended
questions about red blood cells, white blood cells and blood-platelets up to the end of it by using the authoritative
interactive communicative approach. The communicative approach used by the pre-service teacher Aylin is shown
by percentages on the following pie chart (Graph 2).

The communicative approaches used by the pre-service teacher Aylin In her
lesson before the training program

® Authoritative non-interactive

B Authoritative interactive
Dialogic interactive
Dialogic non-interactive

Others

Graph 2. % graph of the pre-service teacher Aylin’s lesson video before the training program in terms of the
communicative approach

As can be seen in Graph 2, the pre-service teacher used the authoritative interactive approach (34%) and
authoritative non-interactive approach (16%) in her lesson before the training program. When the pre-service
teacher Aylin’s lesson is examined in terms of the communicative approach before the training program, it is seen
that in much of the lesson she used the authoritative interactive communicative approach. That is, in much of the
lesson, the teacher’s discourse is comprised of the cycle of initiation-response-evaluation and most of it is made
up of the questions asked to receive the answers clear in the teacher’s mind and evaluation of them.

The pre-service teacher Aylin’s opinions about the communicative approach she used in her
lesson before the training program

The pre-service teacher Aylin was asked to write her opinions about the communicative approach she
frequently used in her lesson after watching the video and the reasons for her using this communicative approach.
The pre-service teacher expressed her opinions in this regard as follows:

“In general | used the authoritative interactive communicative approach in my lesson because | directed
the lesson according the questions | asked and the responses students gave to these questions. These
questions were closed ended knowledge-based questions. They did not require any inquiry. | used the
authoritative interactive communicative approach in order to maintain the control in the class. When |
watched the video, | realized that when | showed them an image in the microscope and then tried to elicit
their guesses about the image and made them draw what they had seen, it was not very effective. That is, |
asked them to look at the image and draw it; yet, as the students did not have any information about the
subject, they did not draw the image. Even a few students said “How I can draw the thing I do not know?”
because | only adhered to the plan I had prepared and the questions to be asked in line with this plan. My
objective was to remain adhered to the plan. I did not focus on whether the students learned the subject
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within the context of this plan. I continuously allowed the students raising their hands to answer throughout
the lesson. In fact, | would have let other students talk so that | could have started a discussion. However,
as | have already said, my sole aim was to implement my lesson plan and make students find the correct
answer. As such, I mostly used the authoritative interactive communicative approach.

When the pre-service teacher Aylin’s evaluations of her lesson are examined, it is seen that she is of the opinion
that her lesson was mostly conducted in line with the authoritative interactive communicative approach. The
findings of the analysis of the video recording of her lesson (Graph 2) also revealed that the pre-service teacher
Aylin utilized the authoritative interactive communicative approach in her lesson.

The pre-service teacher Aylin’s classroom applications after the training program

The lesson delivered by the pre-service teacher Aylin after the training program was conducted with the same
group of students as the one before the training program. After the training program, the pre-service teacher taught
the subject “sound insulation”’. Below is seen the analysis graph (Graph 3) of the pre-service teacher Aylin’s lesson
video recorded after the training program in terms of the communicative approach.
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Graph 3. Analysis graph of the pre-service teacher Aylin’s lesson video recorded after the training program in
terms of the communicative approach

The pre-service teacher Aylin starts her lesson with questions to elicit what the students know about the sound
and uses the dialogic interactive communicative approach. In the 3'-4" minutes of the lesson considered within
the others group, the pre-service teacher finds concept cartoons in the computer and asks each student to silently
read the concept cartoons. Then, she starts to question the students to find out which of the characters depicted in
these cartoons they agree with. During this questioning stage, she uses the dialogic interactive communicative
approach. During the flow of the lesson, she sometimes summarizes the dialogues; thus, making use of the dialogic
non-interactive communicative approach. The 15" minute seen in Graph 3, evaluated within the others category,
she divides the students into groups and continues the lesson by using the authoritative interactive communicative
approach.

Before coming to the class, the pre-service teacher Aylin had put different items into boxes. After handing out
the boxes to the groups, she asked the students to guess which items are inside the boxes. Below is given the
dialogic interactive communicative approach section of the lesson:

1. Aylin T: Now, why do you think we are conducting the experiment?

2. S.16: To find out which insulates better, teacher.

3. Aylin T: Yes, we are doing to find out which one is insulating better. Then, let’s guess it
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S.16: The best one is the egg cardboard box.

Aylin T: Which one do you think insulates better, yes what do you think?

S. 27: Egg cardboard box.

Aylin T: But, compared to which one, the egg cardboard box insulates better?
S.27: Better then the foam.

© ©® N o g &

. Aylin T: Your friend says that the egg cardboard box insulates better then the foam. Is there anyone
agreeing with your friend?

10.S.1: 1 do.

11. Aylin T: Is there anyone who disagrees?

12.S.5: In my opinion, the cleaning cloth.

13. Aylin T: We are talking about the egg cardboard box and the foam now.

14.S.5: In my opinion, it is the egg cardboard box.

15. Aylin T: Is there anyone disagreeing and saying that “T am thinking different because ...”
16. S.38: My teacher, the foam insulates better because there is space in it.

17.S.20: But, there is space within the cardboard box.

18.S.38: Doesn’t the foam insulate better?

19.S.20: There is space within the egg cardboard box.

20. Aylin T: Yes, but your friend says “there is space within the egg cardboard box”. What do you want
to tell about your friend’s opinion? One of your friends says that there is space in the foam; therefore,
it insulates better, another says that there is space within the egg cardboard box as well.

21. Aylin T: Yes, Aylin.
22.S.16: In my opinion, the egg cardboard box insulates better because we have seen it an experiment.
23. Aylin T: What kind of experiment was it Aylin, can you explain it a bit?

24.S.16: They put a clock inside a box and one inside the egg cardboard box and then the teacher closed
the box, and the sound of the clock was not heard outside.

25. Aylin T: So, why did you select the egg cardboard box? Why the egg cardboard box?
26.S.5: Teacher, in my opinion, the egg cardboard box is thinner.

27. Aylin T: So, you mean thinness is effective. Then, why the egg cardboard box?
28.S.5: | do not know.

29. Aylin T: Why the egg cardboard box? Yes, Mehmet, what do you think?

30. 0.28: The egg cardboard box have inner parts and dented parts. These parts make up a design that
can provide sound insulation and they can be used inside buildings and on their roofs.

31. Aylin T: Then, what is the use of the vertical and dented parts in sound and heat insulation?

32.0.28: While the vertical parts reduce the sound, the dented parts prevent the sound from reaching
the other side. In this way, both the exit and the entry of the sound is prevented.

33. Aylin T: Is there anyone agreeing with Mehmet?
34.0.16: In my opinion, Mehmet is right, yes because of its design.

The pre-service teacher Aylin, by using the materials found in the boxes, elicited the students’ guesses about
why they were doing the experiment. She asked for the students’ alternative opinions and questioned whether the
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students agreed with their friends without subjecting them to any evaluation. The pre-service teacher Aylin gave
impartial feedbacks in response to students’ answers. Moreover, she wanted them to explain and justify their
opinions. She continued her lesson by using the dialogic interactive communicative approach for the other
materials inside the boxes.

The pre-service teacher Aylin elicited the students’ opinions and listed them on the board. He tried to convert
the students’ daily knowledge into scientific knowledge step by step. At the end of the lesson, by conducting the
experiment, compared the guesses with the findings.

Aylin T: You produced some guesses, now let’s check whether your guesses are correct or false. During
the experiment, you can take notes to make a comparison.

The pre-service teacher Aylin handed out the experiment materials to the students and wanted them to focus
on the sound of the clock inside the boxes and asked them to determine which material insulates the sound better.
Though there was a group putting the materials into the correct order in terms of their sound insulation
performance, she replicated the experiment for all the groups to reach the correct order. She asked them to listen
carefully to the sound coming from the boxes placed on the student desk in the front. A part of the related discourse
is given below:

35. Aylin T: First we listen when the box is empty, everybody, listen. Now first I will put a cleaning
cloth in the box. Now listen. Does everybody hear? Now we will try the cotton. First I tried the cleaning
cloth and now I am trying the cotton.

36. Students: The cotton.

37. Aylin T: What did we say finally?

38. Students: The cotton.

39. Aylin T: Now, is there anyone changing his/her guess?

40.Group 1: We are.

41.Group 3: We are.

42. Aylin T: | am eliminating these (some in the list on the board are deleted.)

43. Aylin T: We reduced them to two options, didn’t we? Now the cotton is better than the cleaning
cloth, what was the cleaning cloth better than, according to you?

44.0.9: The cotton.

45.0.5: Teacher!

46.0.38: The egg cardboard box.

47. Aylin T: The egg cardboard box, now shall we try the cleaning cloth and the egg cardboard box?
48. Students: Yes.

49. Aylin T: Let’s try the egg cardboard box and the foam. Now the foam.

50. 0.5: Teacher! | think the egg cardboard box insulates less than the foam .

51. Aylin T: Ok, now let’s try, Ziilal has another idea. She says that the foam is better than the egg
cardboard box, we can try this. The egg cardboard box and the foam. First | am putting the foam. |
have put it and closed the box. I have put the foam. You are listening, aren’t you?

52. Students: Yes.

The pre-service teacher Aylin realized that the students ran into a contradiction and at that point,
instead of directly telling the correct answer, she preferred to reiterate the experiment for the students
to continue questioning. Without making any evaluation, the pre-service teacher attempted to
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understand her students’ opinions and to encourage those who had different opinions to express their
thoughts.

53. Aylin T: We are first trying the foam. Listen to me for a second. Now, | am trying the egg cardboard
box. I think it is the egg cardboard box.

54. Aylin T: As far as | understand Ziilal has changed her opinion, what are you thinking Ziilal?
55.0.5: At first, the sound was weaker than it is now.

56. Aylin T: Just for a second listen to Ziilal. She is saying something. What was the previous guess of
Zilal? Ziilal?

57.0.5: The foam?

58. Aylin T: She said that the foam insulates better, what about now ...
59.0.5: The egg cardboard box.

60. Aylin T: What about you? Do you agree with her?

61. Students: Yes teacher, we do.

62. Aylin T: Do we need to repeat it?

63. Students: No, teacher.

The pre-service teacher elicited the contradictions of the students and helped them to get rid of their
contradictions on their own through dialogues. While doing this, she used the dialogic interactive communicative
approach. Then the pre-service teacher continued her lesson by using the dialogic non-interactive communicative
approach summarizing the students’ dialogues.

Aylin T: Ok, Ziilal has changed her opinion. As a result of the experiment we conducted, she changed
her opinion. Finally we can summarize what you have said. What are the findings we agreed on on the basis
of your opinions on the board? You came up with the order of materials ranging from the most insulating
to the least insulating: Cotton, cleaning cloth, the egg cardboard box, foam, bottle. At first, you couldn’t
decide which one is better, the foam or the egg cardboard box, then we reiterated the experiment after that
you were able to decide which one is better and you decided on your order of the materials.

The pre-service teacher, at the end of her lesson, finished the lesson by presenting the scientific viewpoint in
an authoritative non-interactive manner. The communicative approach used by the pre-service teacher Aylin is
shown by percentages on the following pie chart (Graph 4).

The communicative approaches used by the pre-service teacher Aylin in her
lesson after the training program

L ® Authornitative non-interactive

15 B Authoritative interactive

Dialogic interactive

Dialogic non-interactive

Others

Graph 4. % graph of the pre-service teacher Aylin’s lesson video recorded after the training program in terms
of the communicative approach
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As can be seen in Graph 4, the pre-service teacher used the authoritative interactive (1%), the authoritative
non-interactive (6%), the dialogic interactive (52%) and the dialogic non-interactive (%6) approaches. It is seen
that after the training program, the pre-service teacher spent much of her lesson using the dialogic interactive
approach. After the training program, the pre-service teacher Aylin adopted the role of a teacher taking care of her
students’ opinions, asking students to verify their explanations, encouraging students to discuss different opinions.
The pre-service teacher started to give chance to express their views and comment on the subjects and opinions
emerging during the lesson. Moreover, without judging the students’ opinions, she paid attention to all of them
and allowed dialogues to continue.

The pre-service teacher Aylin’s opinions about the communicative approach she used in her
lesson after the training program

The pre-service teacher Aylin expressed her opinions about her lesson after the training program as follows:

“In fact what is important is the effective and meaningful use of the selected communicative approach in
such a way as to elicit students’ opinions. Selection of the communicative approach that will arouse
excitement and curiosity in students in line with the subject to be addressed and the objectives to be
achieved is of great importance. Yet, to do so is not possible through authoritative approaches. Therefore,
we need to use dialogic approaches. Thus, | think I made use of dialogic approaches in my last lesson.
Moreover, in order to be able to determine the direction of the lesson on the basis of students’ opinions,
you cannot adhere to your lesson plan. In addition, while | was planning my last lesson plan, I spent a large
amount of time, I did more research and I thought more. | pondered about the questions to be posed by
students. | did the preparation in this way. | may have tried to direct them with my questions. Moreover,
the feedback I receive from my students is very important for me. If my student come to realizations such
as” huum I have understood it now” or “that is the reason for this”, then I consider myself successful. In
my last lesson, as | had already started in this way, | think I made much use of the dialogic interactive
communicative approach”.

In her evaluation of her own lesson, the pre-service teacher Aylin pointed out that she had made much use of
the dialogic interactive communicative approach. As a result of the analysis of her lesson video (Graph 4), it was
also revealed that the pre-service teacher used mostly the dialogic interactive communicative approach as she said.

The pre-service teacher Yasin’s in-class applications before the training program

The pre-service teacher Yasin conducted his practicum teaching in the science lessons of the seventh graders.
In the lesson he conducted before the training program, the pre-service teacher taught the subject “concentrated
and diluted solutions”. Below can be seen that graph (Graph 1) of the analysis of the pre-service teacher Yasin’s
lesson video before the training program in terms of the communicative approach (Graph 5).
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Graph 5. The graph of the analysis of the pre-service teacher Yasin’s lesson video before the training program
in terms of the communicative approach

As can be seen in Graph 5, the pre-service teacher mostly used the authoritative interactive and authoritative
non-interactive communicative approaches in his lesson. The pre-service teacher Yasin started his lesson by using
the authoritative interactive communicative approach and one section of his lesson dominated by this approach is
given below:

Yasin T: What is the solvent in salty water?
S.10: The solvent is salt.
S.7: The solvent is water.
S.8: The solvent is water.
S.10: Water, water.
S.8: Salt is the solute.
Yasin T: Yes, friends, salt is the solute.
. Yasin T: Do you remember how much salt can water dissolve in solutions? Or if we go on adding
water, can it dissolve all the salt?
9. S.3: No.
10.S.15: No, it cannot.
11.Yasin T: Some of it is left, sometimes, isn’t it?
12.S.3: Yes.
13. Yasin T: Let me ask you a question. If we add some salt into water or we put something different
like a sugar cube or several sugar cubes, does it solve both of them?
14.S.7: Yes.
15.S.8: It does.
16. Yasin T: It solves both of them, doesn’t it?
17.Yasin T: But, are both of the solutions same?
18. Students: No.
19.S.7: One dissolves faster and the other slower.
20.Yasin T: Let me correct it; one dissolves more and the other less.
21.S.7: Yes.

ONooR~LNE

In the first dialogue the pre-service teacher asks what is the solvent in salty water and in 2", 3¢, 4" 5t and 6™
dialogues; though he receives alternative answers from students, he verifies the correct answer in the 7% dialogue.
In the following dialogues, he asks closed ended questions (81", 13" and 17™), he verifies the correct answers.

In the following sections of the lesson, the pre-service teacher hands out the experiment materials to the
students sitting as a group in their desks combined and explains what they need to do by using the authoritative
non-interactive communicative approach. Each group is given three beakers and asks them to put a sugar cube in
the first beaker, two sugar cubes in the second beaker and three sugar cubes in the third beaker. Then the students
mix the sugar cubes in the beakers within the time period named as others in the graph. Meanwhile there is no
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teacher-student and student-student interaction. Only one or few of the groups mix the sugar cubes in the beakers.
The other students chat with each other. Only interaction of the pre-service teacher with the students during this
period involves warning reminding the students to be quit and focus on the experiment.

In the time period ranging from the 5™ minute and 10" minute in Graph 5, the pre-service teacher frequently
uses the authoritative non-interactive communicative approach. He writes what concentrated and diluted solutions
are on the board and asks students to write down what is written on the board on their notebooks. The pre-service
teacher Yasin distributes worksheets to the students towards the end of the lesson for evaluative purpose and asks
the students to complete the worksheets individually. Between the 37™ and 40™ minutes he uses the authoritative
interactive communicative approach and gives feedbacks for students’ answers. Below is given the authoritative
interactive dialogues occurring in this time period:

22.Yasin T: Yes, friends what did you say for the first question?
23.0.19: Solution.

24.Yasin T: Correct answer, the second question.
25.S.15: Solute.

26.Yasin T: Adem?

27.S.15: Solute, teacher.

28.S.8: Solvent.

29.S.19: Solvent.

30.S.11: Solution, teacher.

31.S.8: Solute.

32.S.6: What solute?

33.Yasin T: The second question solute. The third question?
34.S.8: Solvent.

35. Yasin T: Solvent. The fourth question.

36. 0.8: Concentrated.

37.0.18: Concentrated.

38. Yasin T: Concentrated. The fifth question.
39. Students: Diluted.

40.Yasin T: What?

41. Students: Diluted.

42.Yasin T: Ok, friends, the lesson is over.

The pre-service teacher Yasin asks the students to answer the questions in the worksheet. While evaluating the
answers given by the students, though he receives different answers to the second question (251, 271,28t 29t
30" and 31% dialogues), he does not inquiry for the alternative answers and in the 35 dialogue, he gives the correct
answer and that is all. In the fifth question, students have given their answers (in 39" and 41° dialogues) but the
pre-service teacher does not give any feedback to the students’ answers and finishes the lesson.
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Graph 6. % graph of the analysis of the lesson video of the pre-service teacher Yasin before the training
program in terms of the communicative approach

As can be seen in Graph 6, the pre-service teacher used the authoritative interactive (27.5%) and authoritative
non-interactive (20%) communicative approaches in his lesson before the training program. Much of the lesson is
spent within the structure called others. This section refers to time period in which the pre-service teacher is mostly
quiet, announcements or warnings are made to students, students complete worksheets and there is no interaction
between the teacher and students. In much of the lesson, the pre-service teachers warns the students to be quiet. In
the sections defined as dominated by the authoritative non-interactive communicative approach, the pre-service
teacher pointed to the scientific view and explained the subject himself. In the authoritative interactive sections,
the pre-service teacher’s discourse is mostly made up of the cycle of initiation-response-feedback and they are
mostly in traditional nature in that the pre-service teacher directs closed ended questions to the students and
evaluates the short answers given by the students. In some sections of the lesson, though some different answers
are given by the students, the teacher ignores the false answer and verifies the correct one and proceeds through
the next question.

The pre-service teacher Yasin’s opinions about the communicative approach he used in his
lesson before the training program

The pre-service teacher’s opinions about his lesson are as follows:

“In the first lesson | taught I generally used the authoritative-interactive communicative approach. As the
pattern of interaction, | used the question-answer-evaluate pattern. As we had not known the
communicative approach before; I think, | unwittingly used the authoritative-interactive communicative
approach because what is expected of us as teachers is to get students to participate in the lesson. Thus,
we are continuously using question-answer-evaluate to get students to participate in the lesson. For
instance, in my lesson when one of the students gave an answer, | immediately verified it if it was correct
and if it was false, | directly provided the correct answer. | did not elicit the opinions of different students.
I always interacted with the same students or I did not ask students to explain their thoughts or justify them.
I did not ask almost any open ended questions. Moreover, | think, from time to time | used the authoritative
non-interactive communicative approach as well. In my opinion, the reason for my using the authoritative
non-interactive communicative approach was my concern about classroom management and fear of not
being able to teach the scientific knowledge.”

When the pre-service teacher Yasin’s evaluation of his own lesson is examined, it is seen that he pointed out
that he used the authoritative interactive communicative approach in much of the lesson. He also stated that from
time to time, he used the authoritative non-interactive communicative approach as well. As a result of the video
analysis (Graph 6), it was also found that the pre-service teacher mostly used the authoritative interactive and non-
interactive communicative approaches in his lesson.
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The pre-service teacher Yasin’s classroom applications after the training program

The lesson delivered by the pre-service teacher Yasin after the training program was conducted with the same
group of students as the one before the training program. The pre-service teacher taught the subject “characteristics
of stars and planets” in his lesson after the training program. Below is given the graph (Graph 7) of the analysis
of the pre-service teacher Yasin’s lesson video after the training program.
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Graph 7. The graph of the analysis of the pre-service teacher Yasin’s lesson video after the training program
in terms of the communicative approach

As can be seen in Graph 7, the pre-service teacher used all the communicative approaches in his lesson. The
pre-service teacher Yasin started the lesson in an authoritative interactive manner by asking the question “Which
objects are there in the sky?” The pre-service teacher prepared some materials before coming to the lesson such as
foam, pin and pieces of paper on which the common and different characteristics of stars and planets are written.
He handed out the pieces of paper to the students seated in groups. Then he explained what they would do with
the materials he brought to the class in an authoritative non-interactive manner. Here, the purpose of the pre-service
teacher Yasin was to elicit what the students knew about the subject and to construct the lesson through dialogues
in a whole class interaction. The students discussed in groups and attached their papers on foams with pins.
Meanwhile, the teacher walked across the groups and asked questions such as “What do you think?” In this section
both student-student and teacher-student dialogues occurred. The dialogues occurring in this section are given
below:

1. Yasin T: Everybody will discuss their opinions in the groups. Not only one or two people, is it
understood, friends?

2. S.14: Please put this on the star.

3. S.8: Is the planet or the stare bigger?

4. S.13: In this way, it only reflects the light, stop stop, look only reflects the light (pointing to the
planet)

5. S.15: What he described as a sphere must be a planet.

6. S.10: What are their common aspects? (start and planet)

7. S.13: It only reflects the light, look.

8. S.15: Only reflects the light (pointing to the planet)

9. S.8: He says it is the source of light.

10. S.13: What is this (bigger), I think this is a planet.

11. Yasin T: Friends, please think and come to a common decision. You can try first to agree on one
characteristic.

12.Yasin T: Go on thinking and discussing for a while then we will discuss it altogether.

13.S.13: Ok, it is colder than the other objects, then which one do you think it is?

14.S.14: This must be a characteristic of the planet.

15.S.13: “It moves very fast” says this paper.
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16.S.8: | think it is the star.

17.S.13: It must be a celestial body

18.S.14: In my opinion, both of them.

19. S.12: Star; their location is not certain, star.

20.S.14: | think the common characteristic of both of them, common characteristic.
21.S5.15: Look, it says “smaller”, isn’t the planet smaller?
22.S.13: No starts are smaller.

23.S.8: Planets are smaller.

24.S5.13: Planets are larger.

25.S.15: Planets are smaller, smaller than the sun.

26.S.13: Planets are larger.

27.S.15: Let’s check it.

28. Yasin O: Ok, wait for your other friends.

29.S5.13: It is a source of energy.

30.S.10: I think this is the common characteristic of both of them.

Then the pre-service teacher asked the groups’ spokespeople to summarize their discussions so that all the
students in the class would learn others’ opinions. Meanwhile, he used the dialogic interactive communicative
approach. By attempting to elicit the points on which the groups experienced conflicts, the pre-service teachers
listed the different opinions of the groups on the board. Here is given a section of the discourse having occurred
between the pre-service teacher and the spokespeople of the groups:

31.Yasin T: Now let’s listen what our friends thought about the characteristics of starts. If you have
different opinions please explain them and their reasons to your friends. The spokesperson of the Star group
please read us the characteristics of the star (While making up the groups, the pre-service teacher asked
them to find a name for their groups)

32.Yasin T: This group says “They are most of the bright objects we see in the sky.”

33. Students: Yes, right.

34.Yasin T: Is there any objection?

35. Students: No.

36. Yasin T: No.

37.S.5: Itis in the shape of a sphere.

38.Yasin T: Your friend says it is in the shape of a sphere?

39.S5.13: No, no.

40.S.14: We do not think so.

41.5.8: We don’t either.

42.S.15: Yes teacher, neither do we.

43.Yasin T: What do you think then?

44.Yasin T: Those agreeing please explain why you agree and those disagreeing please explain why
you disagree?

The pre-service teacher helped the students to reach an agreement within their groups first and then as a class.
He listed the points on which the groups experienced some conflicts on the board and then structured his lesson
around these conflicting issues. In the sections called others in the graph, the pre-service teachers continuously
warned the students to respect each other’s opinions. When the students did not care about these warnings, the pre-
service teacher warned them again and again.

Towards the end of the lesson, the pre-service teacher made the students watch a video to clarify the still
conflicting points. By stopping the video when necessary, he made some explanations about the conflicting points
by using the authoritative non-interactive communicative approach. After watching the video, he himself presented
the scientific view by using the authoritative non-interactive approach and ended the lesson.
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The communicative approaches used by the pre-service teacher Yasin
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Graph 8. % graph of the analysis of the lesson video of the pre-service teacher Yasin after the training program

in terms of the communicative approach

As can be seen in Graph 8, the pre-service teacher used the authoritative interactive (5%), authoritative non-
interactive (10%), dialogic interactive (36%) and dialogic non-interactive (6%) communicative approaches in his
lesson. After the training program, the pre-service teacher Yasin started to mind different opinions, to ask students
to make explanations and reasons for their explanations, to make students discuss their opinions and to understand
all these different opinions. The pre-service teacher gave chance to students to explain their viewpoints and to
comment on issues and opinions emerging during the lesson. Moreover, without judging the correctness or
falseness of the opinions expressed by students, he paid attention to all of them thus made it possible for the

dialogue to continue.

The pre-service teacher Yasin’s opinions about the communicative approach he used in his

lesson after the training program

The pre-service teacher Yasin’s opinions about his lesson after the training program are as follows:

“When | watched my last lesson, | realized these: Carefully listening to students and structuring the lesson
around their conflicting opinions increase the dialogic interaction. For instance, if the teacher interacts
with students with the sole purpose of reaching the correct answer in his/her mind, then an authoritative
interaction occurs. He/she asks questions, seeks for ways of reaching the correct answer in his/her mind.
In my opinion, the purpose in a dialogic interaction should be not to find the correct answer rather to seek
for the false alternatives. For example, if a student says “The sun is square”, then we need to persuade
him/her that it is not. Moreover, in the nail example in the training program, for example. If the teacher
persuades students the what they think is false on the basis of the environments where the nail becomes
rusty rather than asking them the factors causing the nail to become rusty, then they can reach the truth. I
think here what should be decided on is that “do we try to make students find the correct answer?” or “do
we proceed over their false information?” I think if we proceed over their false information, then the
dialogic interaction starts. If you remember, in my last lesson, | received that answer “both of them are in
the form of a sphere”. It was correct. Yet, when asked “Is there anyone having a different opinion? ”, one
said that “we think different” and I asked them why they think different and to discuss the issue with other
groups. In fact, | had already received the correct answer but the students in another group were thinking
different. My first aim was to persuade these students that their opinion is false. In my last lesson, as I tried
to do these, | was able to construct the dialogic interaction in my class. The class where | taught before
and after the training program was very noisy. Therefore, from time to time | had to warn them to be
respectful to each other’s opinions and in this regard, I experienced some difficulty. I think that throughout
a lesson, not only the dialogic interactive but all the other communicative approaches need to be used. The
opinions elicited through the dialogic interactive communication approach should sometimes be elicited
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by means of authoritative approaches. Thus, the opinions can be better elaborated. In my opinion, a lesson
should be started and continued by using the dialogic approach but the lesson should be concluded with
authoritative approaches.”

When the pre-service teacher Yasin’s evaluations of his lesson are examined, it is seen that he pointed out that
much of the lesson was instructed via the dialogic interactive communicative approach. The results of the video
analysis (Graph 8) also confirmed that much of the lesson was taught by using the dialogic interactive
communicative approach. The pre-service teachers’ reasons for their using the authoritative and dialogic
approaches in their lessons are summarized below in Table 5.

Table 5. The Reasons, According to the Pre-service Teachers, For Their Using the Authoritative and Dialogic
Approaches

Pre-service Reasons for using the authoritative Reasons for using the dialogic
teacher approaches interactive communicative approaches
- Asking closed ended question. - Directing the lesson on the basis of
Aylin - Focusing on the correct answer students” opinions.
(knowledge).

- Ensuring classroom control.
- Adhering to the lesson plan.

- Not wanting students to express - Patiently listening to students.

and justify their opinions. -Focusing on the false answer rather

- Focusing on the correct answer. than the correct one.
. - Not asking open ended questions. - Proceeding over the false opinions
Yasin
- Concern about students’ nor pf studer]ts to reach the correct
information.

learning scientific knowledge.
- Ensuring classroom control.

- Not knowing the dialogic
approaches.

Discussion and Conclusion

The findings of the current study revealed that the pre-service teachers had frequently used the authoritative
approaches in their lessons before the training program. That is, the pre-service teachers mostly used the
authoritative approaches by either directly presenting the scientific knowledge to their students (authoritative non-
interactive) or initiating short interactions with students in order to get the correct answer in their minds
(authoritative interactive). Though some different students answered the questions in some interactions, the main
aim of the pre-service teachers was to receive the correct answer in their minds and after getting this answer, they
finished the interaction. Pimentel and McNeill (2010) found that the lessons proceeded under the domination of
teachers and with the dominant use of the question-answer-evaluation cycle. As a result, they emphasized that the
internal belief systems of science teachers should be altered related to science teaching. Molinaria and Mamelia
(2010) also reported that rather than the dialogic approach, classroom activities are dominated by teacher lecturing
and discourse models directed to control of the interaction. Similarly, Lofgren, Schoultz, Hultman and Bjérklund
(2013) analyzed the science classes in terms of the communicative approach and concluded that discourses are
mostly dominated by the scientific definitions and stressed that the use of the dialogic interactive communicative
approach should be increased in classes.

After the training program however the pre-service teachers made use of the dialogic approaches as well as the
authoritative approaches. That is, the pre-service teachers also included the dialogic interactions in their lessons to
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elicit students’ opinions, for students to justify and question their opinions, to generate alternative answers, to test
their ideas and to compare with their prior knowledge. In the literature, the findings of Kanadli (2012) and Akis
(2012) concur with these finding of the current study.

Moreover, the pre-service teachers were asked to watch their lesson videos recorded before and after the
training program and write which communicative approach they had used in their lessons and reasons for using
these communicative approaches. The pre-service teachers mentioned different factors leading them to the use of
the authoritative approaches. One of these factors is related to the characteristics of the questions. One of the
factors leading the pre-service teachers to the use of the authoritative approaches is their asking closed ended
questions and these questions’ entailing single correct answers. In the literature, according to Hardman and Abd-
Kadir (2010), teachers are generally tended to ask closed ended questions in their lessons and students’ questioning
knowledge and concepts on the basis of the questions directed by the teacher; thus, under the guidance of the
teacher, which is believed not to do more than explanation and retention of the knowledge, was found the most
common form of teacher-student interaction. Oliveira (2009) found that after a two-week training given to the
teachers, the teachers started to ask twice as many questions as they had to elicit students’ opinions. In this regard,
changing the questions asked within the classroom is believed to result in changing communicative approach used
in the class. Hackling, Simith and Murcia (2010) pointed out that the more use of open ended questions and less
judging students’ answer in the classroom environment promote the use of the dialogic interactive communicative
approach.

Both of the pre-service teachers remarked that their attempts to ensure classroom control and focusing on the
correct answer led them to the use of the authoritative approaches. One pre-service teacher stated that concern
about students’ not learning the scientific knowledge resulted in the use of the authoritative approaches. Thus,
he/she thought that it would be appropriate to transmit the scientific knowledge to students either through lecturing
(authoritative non-interactive) or by asking questions to direct students to the correct answer in his/her mind
(authoritative interactive). This pre-service teacher also stated that feeling obliged to adhere to the lesson plan also
led him/her towards the use of the authoritative approaches. The dialogic interactive communicative approach
mostly proceeds over students’ responses given to open ended questions asked by the teacher.

Students’ prior knowledge, misconceptions, opinions conflicting with their friends’ opinions are generally
different and the aim of the teacher in using the dialogic interaction is to construct the lesson together with students
by eliciting their opinions. Therefore, he/she preferred to use the authoritative approaches thinking that otherwise
it would be difficult to keep up with the lesson plan. The other pre-service teacher stated that he/she used the
authoritative approaches as he/she did not know the dialogic approaches.

The pre-service teachers stated that they used the dialogic interactive communicative approaches more in their
lessons and explained the reasons for their using the dialogic interactive communicative approaches after the
training program. One pre-service teacher stated that the factor enabling him/her to use the dialogic interactive
communicative approaches was his/her constructing the lesson on the basis of students’ opinions. According to
Kouffeta—Menicou and Scaife (2000), when lessons are structured through dialogues, teachers ask many open
ended questions to students, enabling them to get engaged in active questioning. According to Erdogan and
Campell (2008), opinions of a group of students are taken through this approach and the teacher utilizes
questioning to explain, detail or seek for alternative opinions and to promote thinking and reasoning. In this way,
communication becomes cumulative and students are supported to collectively make sense of ideas, establish
connections between ideas and explain meanings.

One pre-service teacher pointed to the importance of the teacher’s patience in listening to the student in terms
of elaborating students’ responses. In the literature, Akpinar and Ergin (2005) note that when a student asks a
question, the teacher or other students should not answer immediately rather wait for a while. In this way, during
the waiting time, many students can get ready to participate in the lesson, can ask follow-up questions, can get
ready to listen to each other and can become mentally more active. Moreover, as the student’s self-confidence will
be nurtured when he/she is carefully listened by his/her teacher and what he/she says is valued by the whole class,
such behaviors should be commonly demonstrated in the class. The same pre-service teacher also stated that one
of the important reasons for his/her using the dialogic interaction in his/her lesson is his/her focusing more on
students’ false answers than their correct answers and structuring the lesson in such a way as to lead students to
the correct knowledge over their false responses.
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In light of the findings of the current study, some suggestions can be made for researchers:

e The data collected through the data collection tools in the current study were analyzed in line with the
purpose of the study. Future research can look into the types of questions used by teachers and pre-service teachers
in classes, students’ level of understanding these questions, the waiting time set by the teacher for students to
answer the questions and teachers and students’ misconceptions by using the discourse analysis.

e Further research can be conducted to shed light on the effect of the communicative approach used by
teachers in their classes on students’ learning.

e Further research can investigate students’ opinions about the communicative approach used by teachers in
the class.
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Ogretmen Adaylarinin Fen Ogretiminde Kullandiklar Iletisimsel
Yaklasimlarin Soylem Analizi

Giris
Diyalojik Ogretim
Diyalog, sadece belli bir konuda fikir aligverisi ve uzlagsma degil, ayn1 zamanda 6grencilerin kendi baslarina
daha 6nceden edinemedikleri bilgileri kazanma siireci olarak da goriiliir (Game ve Metcalfe, 2009: 45). Diger bir
deyisle, diyalog siirecinde yasanan yogun sosyal etkilesim sayesinde bireyler kendilerini ve diger katilimcilari
egitmektedirler. Dolayistyla diyalog, pedagojik bir potansiyele sahiptir. Bu giiciinii sosyal yapilandirmaci
felsefenin de dayanagi olan sosyal etkilesimden almaktadir. Bu nedenle 6grenme ve dgretimin sosyo-kiiltiirel bir

yaninin da oldugu diisiincesiyle, arastirmacilar ‘diyalojik 6gretim’ kavramim kullanmislardir (Alexander, 2006;
Nystrand, Gamoran, Kachur, Prendergast, 1997).

Alexander’a (2006) gore diyalojik 6gretim, 6grencinin akil yiiriitmesini ve kavramasini genigletmenin yollarini
aramalidir. Ayrica 6grencilerin aktif hale getirilmesi de diyalojik 6gretimde 6nemlidir. Diyalojik 6gretimin anahtar
ozellikleri; kollektif, karsit, destekleyici, kiimiilatif ve amagli olmasidir (Alexander, 2006). Diyalojik 6gretimdeki
anahtar nokta, sinif i¢i konusmalarin kiimiilatif bir nitelikte olmas1 gerektigidir. Yani, 6gretmen ve 6grenciler fikir
gelistirirler ve bu yolla ortaklasa simf ortaminda bilgiyi yapilandirirlar (Mortimer ve Scott, 2000). Diyalojik
Ogretim, 6gretmen tarafindan sorulan 6zgiin ve konuyla ilgili sorularin artan kullanimi ile desteklenmektedir.
Ancak burada asil 6nemli olan ise, bu sorular1 ¢evreleyen iletisimin niteligidir (Nystrand, Wu, Gamorgan, Zeiser
ve Long, 2003). Genel hatlariyla, diyalojik 6gretimdeki en kritik diigiince, sinif konusmasinda kendi bilgi
dagarciklarini olusturmada katilimcilar olarak dgrencilere ne derece aktif roller verildigi ile ilgilidir (van Zee ve
Minstrell, 1997; van Zee, Iwasyk, Kurose, Simpson ve Wild, 2001). Dolayisiyla da 6gretmenlerin rolii; 6grencileri
aktif olarak derse katilmaya tesvik etmek, fikir ve goriisleri uyandirmak ve mantik yiiriitmelerini destekleyerek,
bu yolla anlamlandirma ile bilgi dagarcigi olusturmalarina yardimci olmaktir (Lehesvuori, 2013).

Diyalojik 6gretimde sorgulama, iist seviye diisiinmeyi gelistirir (Chin, 2006) ve farkli iletisimsel yaklagimlarin
uygun kullanimlarini igerir ve bu nedenle de, daha fazla anlamli 6grenim etkinliklerini beraberinde getirir (Scott
ve Amettler, 2007). Bu tiir etkinlikleri baslatmak ve devam ettirmekteki en 6nemli rol sadece bilgi kaynagi olmaya
degil, ayn1 zamanda sinif i¢i iletisimi yoneten olmaya da niyetlenen 6gretmene aittir.

Ogrencilerden ogretmenlerin rehberligi olmadan 6grenmeleri beklenmemektedir (Roth, 2005). Ancak,
Ogretmenler 6gretimi amach bir sekilde yapmak isterlerse, ortaya ¢ikan 6grenme siireclerinde anlamli sdylemsel
stratejileri benimseyebilirler (Mercer, Dawes, Wegerif ve Sams, 2004).

Fen derslerinde diyalojik 6gretim, yalnizca destekleyici ve sinifta katilimcilar arasinda karsilikli etkilesim
olarak degil, ayn1 zamanda 6gretmenin degisik fikirler arasindaki (6rnegin giinliik bilgiler ve bilimsel bilgiler)
diyalogu yonetmesi olarak da anlasilabilir (Mortimer ve Scott, 2003). Etkili bir fen 6gretmeni, 6grencilere sadece
fen bilimleri program igerigini kavramalarinda yardimei olmakla kalmayacak, ayni1 zamanda 6grencilerin feni daha
iyi anlamalarina yardime1 olacaktir. Bu yiizden Lemke’nin (1990) “fen egitimi, 6grencileri bilimde akic1 bir sekilde
konusgabilen kisiler yapmasi gerekmektedir sav1”, “fen egitimi, 6grencileri ne dediginin farkinda olan, akici bir
sekilde konusan ve diistinceli konusmacilar yapmalidir” seklinde detaylandirilabilir (Mortimer ve Scott, 2000).

Diyalojik 6gretim, daha derin 6grenme ve motivasyon i¢in dnemli Ozellikler icermektedir. Ancak, fen
Ogretiminin otoriter bir yoniiniin de olmasi gerektigi gergegini yeterince vurgulamakta bagarisiz kalmistir.
Ogrencilerin dnceden var olan bilgileriyle, bilimsel bilgiler arasindaki bosluk, yalnizca diyalojik yaklagimlari
kullanilarak kapatilamaz. Yani 6grenciler derslere giindelik bilgileri ile gelirler. Ogretmenin amaci, grencilerin
giindelik dillerini iletigimsel yaklasimi kullanarak bilimsel dile gevirmektir. Ancak bunu tamamen diyalojik
yaklagimlar1 kullanarak yapmasi miimkiin degildir. Ders esnasinda elbetteki otoriter yaklasimlarin da kullanilmas1
gerekmektedir. Dolayisiyla, iletisimsel yaklagim kavrami (Mortimer ve Scott, 2003) hem diyalojik hem de otoriter
goriisii gdz oniinde tutarak fen sinif etkilesimini tanimlamak i¢in bir farkli bakig agisi sunar.

Fen Simiflarinda Etkilesim

Mortimer ve Scott” a (2003: 24-25) gore, fen siiflarinda 6gretmen ve dgrencilerin birbirleriyle etkilesim
kurarken kullandiklar1 kaliplar vardir. Bu kaliplarin olusturulmasindaki amag, 6gretmenin fen siniflarinda
ogrencilerin 6grenmelerini desteklemek i¢in fen derslerindeki konusmalar1 yonetme yollarini betimlemek ve analiz
etmektir. Bu amaca yonelik olarak da analitik bir ¢cerceve gelistirmiglerdir (Tablo 1). Bu ¢ergeve fen derslerindeki
ogretmen-6grenci etkilesimlerinin farkli yonleriyle ilgilidir ve fen 6gretme etkilesimlerinin planlanmasi ve analizi
i¢in bir aragtir. Bu analitik ¢erceve birbiriyle baglantili bes agiya dayanir.
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Tablo 1. Analitik Cergeve: Fen Ogretim Etkilesimlerini Planlama ve Analiz i¢in Arag

1. Ogretim amaglari 2. Icerik

3. Tletisimsel yaklagim

4. Soylemin desenleri 5. Ogretmen miidahaleleri

Taslagin merkezinde “iletigimsel yaklasim” kavrami vardir ve sinifta fikirler gelistirebilmek i¢in 6gretmenin
ogrencilerle nasil calistigina dair bir bakis acist getirir. Mortimer ve Scott (2003), fen derslerinde grencilerin
bilgilerini gelistirmek ve 6gretmenlerin dili nasil kullandiklarini nitelendirmek i¢in iletisimsel yaklasim kavramini
kullanmislardir. iletisimsel yaklasinin smiflari, simf ici séylemin dogasi geregi otoriter ya da diyalojik olup
olmadig ve etkilesimli ya da etkilesimsiz olup olmadigiyla ilgili olarak tanimlanmistir (Mortimer ve Scott, 2003:
33). Iletisimsel yaklasimin siniflar1 Tablo 2.’de gdsterilmistir.

Tablo 2. fletisimsel Yaklasimin Simiflar

ETKILESIMLI ETKILESIMSiz
Cok ses Tek Ses
DIYALOJIK Diyalojik etkilesimli Diyalojik etkilesimsiz
Birgok fikir Birgok ses ve bir¢ok fikir Tek ses fakat birgok fikir
OTORITER Otoriter etkilesimli Otoriter etkilesimsiz
Tek fikir Bir¢ok ses fakat tek fikir Tek ses ve tek fikir

Scott ve Ametller (2007) anlamh fen 6gretiminin gergeklesebilmesi i¢in, diyalojik ve otoriter yonlerin her
ikisini de igermesi gerektigini vurgulamislardir. Ornegin, eger tartismalar diyalojik yaklasimla agilir ve dgrencilere
farkli fikirler {izerinde ¢aligma olanagi saglanirsa, bazi noktalarda da tartigmalar otoriter bir yaklagimla
kapatilmalidir. Kapatma asamasi ¢ok dnemli olabilir (6rnegin, dgrencilerin giinliik bilgileriyle bilimsel bilgilerin
arasindaki farki agiklarken). Etkili 6gretmenler gogunlukla konugma boyunca ortaya ¢ikan goriigleri gozden gegirir
veya tartismanin sonuna dogru gelistirilmis aciklamalar1 dzetler. Ogretmenlerin bu gdzden gegirmesi ve bilimsel
bilgiyi 6zetlemesi otoriter etkilesimsiz yaklasimla elde edilir.

Fen 6gretimde etkin sorgulamanin gergeklesmesi igin temel ilke, sorgulama siirecinde fikirlerin aragtirtlmasini,
alternatif agiklamalarin kiyaslanmasini, fikirlerin test edilmesi ve degerlendirilmesini, goriis ve kanitlarla mantik
yiiriitiilmesini destekleyen tiim smif ve kiigiik grup sdylemi igin firsatlar icermesidir. Ogretmen ve dgrencilerin
diyalojik etkilesimli iletigimsel yaklasimi etkili bir sekilde kullanmalarini destekleyen miidahaleler ve kesifei
konugmalarinin, 6grenme siireci ve {iriinii ile 6grencilerin bilissel gelisimi {izerinde 6nemli ve olumlu etkilerinin
oldugu belirtilmektedir (Mercer ve digerleri, 2004).

Arastirmanin Amaci

Fen bilgisi ogretmen adaylarinin fen ogretiminde kullandiklari iletisimsel yaklagimlar: belirlemektir.
Dolayisiyla, bu arastirma kapsaminda asagida verilen sorulara yanit verilecektir:

1. Egitim Oncesi ve sonrasinda ogretmen adaylarinin fen 6gretiminde kullandiklar iletisimsel yaklasimlar
nelerdir?

2. Egitim 6ncesi ve sonrasinda 6gretmen adaylarinin derslerinde siklikla kullanmayi tercih ettikleri iletisimsel
yaklagim ve iletisimsel yaklagimi kullanmalarindaki gerekgeler nelerdir?
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Arastirmanin Onemi

il

Arastirma-sorgulama siireci, sadece “kesfetme ve deney” olarak degil, “aciklama ve argiiman” olusturma
stireci olarak da ele alinir. Arastirma-sorgulamaya dayali 6grenme; 6grencilerin ¢evrelerindeki her seyi kesfetme
istegi duyduklari, etraflarindaki dogal ve fiziksel diinyay1 saglam gerekgelerle agiklamalarda bulunarak giicli
argiimanlar kurduklari, fen bilimlerinden heyecan duyan ve degerini bilen bireyler olarak yetistikleri, kisacasi birer
bilim insan1 gibi yaparak-yasayarak-diisiinerek bilgiyi kendi zihninde olusturdugu 6grenci merkezli bir 6grenme
yaklasimidir. Ogretmenler, dgrencilerinin fikirlerini rahatca ifade edebildikleri, diisiincelerini farkli gerekcelerle
destekleyebildikleri ve arkadaslarimin iddialarimi ¢iirlitmek amaciyla karsit argiimanlar gelistirebildikleri
diyaloglar icerisinde yer almalarini saglar. Karsit argimanlari igeren yazili veya sozlii tartigmalarda gretmenler,
ogrencilerinin gegerli verilere dayali olusturduklar1 iddialari, hakli gerekgelerle sunduklari tartismalarda
yonlendirici ve rehber rolii listlenir (MEB, 2013).

Sorgulamaya dayali fen egitiminin anahtar ilkelerinden biri, sorgulama siirecinin 6grencilerin kanit ve fikirlerle
mantik yiriitmelerinin saglanmasinin yaninda, soru ve goriislerinin incelenmesi ic¢in olanaklar icermesi
gerektigidir. Bu yiizden fen dersini 6gretme ve Ogrenme, Ogretmenin sorgulamayr destekleyen sdylemi
yonetmesini ve dgrencilerin dgrenmelerini saglayan konusmalara katilmalarini icermektedir (Hackling, Smith ve
Murcia, 2010). Ancak yapilan arastirmalara gore, uygulanan programlar bu sorgulama goriislerine dayali olsa da,
olmasi gerekenden daha fazla otoriter sdylemler kullanilmakta ve 6gretmen yonlendirmeleriyle sorgulamalar
engellenmektedir (Lehesvuori, Ratinen, Kulhomaki, Lappi ve Viiri, 2011; Ryder ve Leach, 2006). Bunun
nedenini, Pimentel ve McNeill (2013) fen derslerine yonelik olarak yapmis olduklar1 ¢alismada, 6gretmenlerin
kendilerinin yonettigi sinif i¢i tartigmalarin ideal olmadigina inandiklari halde, otoriter bir tutum sergilemeye
devam ettiklerini belirtmektedirler. Yani aslinda 6gretmenler otoriter yaklasimlari kullanmamalar1 gerektigini
bilmelerine karsin, derslerinde otoriter yaklagimlara sik¢a yer vermekte olduklari belirlenmistir. Mercer, Dawes
ve Staarman (2009) gore ise, otoriter yaklagimlarin fen derslerinde sik¢a kullanilma nedeni, diyalojik yaklagimlara
gore nispeten daha kolay bulunmasidir.

Ogretmenlerin, 6grencilerinin fikirlerini rahatca ifade edebildikleri, diisiincelerini farkli gerekcelerle
destekleyebildikleri ve arkadaslarmin iddialarimi ¢ilirlitmek amaciyla karsit argiimanlar gelistirebildikleri
diyaloglar igerisinde yer almalari igin diyalojik yaklasimlar: kullanmalart gerekmektedir. Ancak iilkemizde, fen
bilimleri dgretmenlerinin fen 6gretiminde kullandiklar1 sdylemlere iliskin sinirhi sayida arastirma bulunmasina
ragmen (Akis, 2012; Kanadli ve Saglam, 2012), uluslararasi literatiir incelendiginde fen 6gretim programlarinda
yer alan konularin 6gretiminde Ogretmenlerin derslerinde kullanmig olduklari séylemlere iliskin ¢ok sayida
caligmanin oldugu goriilmektedir (Mortimer ve Scott, 2003; Lehesvuori, Viiri ve Puttonen, 2010; Monilari,
Mameli ve Grisci, 2012; Pimentel ve McNeil, 2013; Lofgren, Schoultz, Hultman ve Bjorklund, 2013; Lehesvuori,
Viiri ve Puttonen, 2011). Ayrica yurt i¢i alan yazin incelendiginde, 6gretmenlerin argiimantasyon uygulamalarinda
(Demirbag, 2017) ve bilimin dogasin1 dgrencilere kazandirabilmek i¢in (Kaya vd., 2016) diyalojik sdylemleri
kullanmalar1 gerektigine deginen ¢aligmalar mevcutken, gelecegin dgretmeni olan §gretmen adaylarina diyalojik
Ogretim ve iletigsimsel yaklasimin tanitilmasi ve derslerinde kullanabilme durumlarini yansitan higbir ¢aligmaya
rastlanmamistir. Ancak fen bilimleri 6gretmenlerinin sinif i¢i sOylemini gelistirmeye yonelik hazirlanan bir
mesleki gelisim programinin etkililiginin incelendigi bir ¢alismaya rastlanmistir (Kanadli ve Saglam, 2016). Bu
baglamda, 6gretmen adaylarina diyalojik oOgretim ve iletisimsel yaklagim kavrami tamitilarak bu yonde
farkindaliklarmin arttirilmasit amaglanmig ve arastirmaci tarafindan 6gretmen adaylar1 ile yedi hafta siiren bir
egitim gergeklestirilmigtir. Bu ¢alisma ¢ergevesinde tanitilan iletisimsel yaklagimlardan diyalojik yaklasimlarin da
fen  Ogretmenlerince  derslerde  kullanilmasinin;  arastirma-sorgulamaya dayali fen  &gretiminin
gergeklestirilmesinde, bilimin dogasini 6grencilere kazandirmada, argiimantasyon ve STEM uygulamalarinda
kullanilmas1 (Ortman, 2015) agisindan literatiire katki saglayacagi diistiniilmektedir.

Yontem
Arastirma Modeli

Bu calisma, fen derslerinde iletisimsel yaklasim konusunda son smif Ogretmen adaylarinin mesleki
gelisimlerinin desteklenmesi amaciyla gerceklestirilen doktora tez caligmasi kapsaminda yiiriitiilmiistir. Bu
makalede yer verilen aragtirmanin amaci ise; iki 6gretmen adayinin fen &gretiminde kullandiklar iletigsimsel
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yaklagimlarin belirlenmesidir. Aragtirmanin amact dogrusunda smif igi iletisimsel yaklasimlari belirlemek igin
sOylem analizi yontemi kullanilmistir. Sylem analizi i¢in ise katilimer gruptan segilen 6gretmenlerin dersleri
ornek olaylar olarak kullanilmistir.

Arastirmanin Calisma Grubu

Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Tlkégretim Boliimii Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi Anabilim Dali’nda,
2012-2013 egitim-6gretim yili bahar déneminde bir dénem boyunca “Ogretmenlik Uygulamas1” dersini alan ve
goniillii olarak arastirmaya katilan son siif 2 gretmen aday1 calisma kapsaminda yer almistir. Ogretmen adaylari
calismadan once iletisimsel yaklasim kavramiyla hi¢ karsilasmamis olup, ilk kez calismada karsilasmislardir.
Caligsmaya cok fazla goniillii 6gretmen adayi katilmis ancak egitimleri hi¢ aksatmayan bir erkek ve bir kadin olmak
iizere 2 dgretmen adayinin verileri degerlendirilmistir. Calismada katilimcilarin adlari takma adlar kullanilarak
adlandirilmistir. S6ylem analizinde ornekleme siireci diger arastirma tekniklerindeki 6rnekleme siirecinden
farklidir. Ciinkii sdylem analizi bir metin ya da sdylemdeki kullanilan dille ilgilenmekte, diger arastirma
yontemleri ise kisilerle ilgilenmektedir. Bir baska deyisle sdylem analizinde dili kullanan kisiler degil, kullanilan
dil odak noktasidir. Bu anlamda sdylem analizinde kisilere yonelik bir 6rnekleme yapilmamaktadir. Bu da kiigiik
bir 6rneklem hacmi kullanilmasini yeterli kilmaktadir. Zira biiylik bir 6rneklem hacmi aragtirmanin analitik olarak
yonetilebilirligini zorlagtirmakta ve buna ek olarak arastirma sonuglarina 6nemli katkilarda da bulunmamaktadir
(Elliot, 1996’dan akt Bas ve Akturan, 2008).

Veri Toplama Siireci

Calismanin basinda, 6gretmen adaylarinin derslerinde kullandiklar iletisimsel yaklasimlarin belirlenmesine
yonelik olarak birer dersleri videoya cekilmistir. Bu sirada dgretmen adaylar1 uygulama derslerinin videolara
cekilme sebebinden habersizdir. Bu ¢ekimler 6gretmen adaylarinin akranlari tarafindan yapilmistir. Daha sonra
Ogretmen adaylarina diyalojik dgretim ve iletisimsel yaklagima yonelik farkindalik olusturmak i¢in 7 hafta siiren
bir egitim programi gelistirilmis ve uygulanmustir. Ogretmen adaylar1 haftada iki saat egitime tabii tutulmuslardir.
Egitimlerin genel amaci, her bir agama sirasinda (6rn. teorik agiklamalar, 6rnekler ve uygulamali aktiviteler)
iletisimsel yaklagimin varligini ve uygulamasini siirdiirmektir. Egitimler haftalara gore su sekilde verilmistir:

Ogretmen adaylarinin biiyiik bir ¢ogunlugu giincellenen 2013 fen bilimleri dersi 6gretim programindan
haberdar olmadiklarimni belirttikleri i¢in egitimlerin ilk haftasinda oncelikle programin tanitilmasi ve 6gretmen-
ogrenci rollerine deginilerek baslanmasina karar verilmistir. ikinci hafta Vygotsky’nin bakis acisina gore feni
ogretme ve feni 0grenme ve diyalojik &gretimin nasil olabilecegine yonelik sunum hazirlanarak 6gretmen
adaylartyla paylasilmistir. Ugiincii hafta 6gretmen adaylarina Mortimer ve Scott’un (2003) gelistirmis oldugu
iletisimsel yaklagimin teorik c¢ergevesi tanitilmistir. Dordiincii hafta 6gretmen adaylarina Mortimer ve Scott’un
(2003) hazirlamig oldugu her bir iletisimsel yaklasimin ders dizisi i¢inde kullanimina yoénelik 6rnek fen ders
tasaris1 sunulmustur (paslanma konusu). Ozellikle bu ders tasarisinda her bir iletisimsel yaklasimin ders dizileri
boyunca 6gretmen tarafindan nasil kullanildigini ve dgrencilerin giindelik dilinin bilimsel dile nasil ¢evrildigini
gormek miimkiindiir. Besinci hafta 6gretmenin sinifta farkl iletisimsel yaklagimlari nasil kullandigini ve 6zellikle
diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagimin daha net anlagilmasina yonelik olarak “An Investigation of Dialogic
Teaching in Science Classrooms” (Scott, Ametler, Staarman ve Mercer, 2007) adli makaledeki episode kisimlari
Tirkcelestirilerek 6gretmen adaylarina sunulmustur. Bu makalede 6gretmen diyalojik etkilesimi baslatmak icin
kavram karikatiirii kullanmistir. Dolayisiyla ders tasarilarinda sinif tartigmasini baglatmak ve gelistirmekte
argiimantasyon, tahmin et-gozle-acikla, kavram karikatiirleri, senaryo vb. kullanilabilecegi belirtilmis ve 6gretmen
adaylartyla 6rnek uygulamalar yapilmistir. Altinc1 hafta yine 6gretmenin sinifta farkli iletisimsel yaklagimlari nasil
kullanabilecegini ve 6zellikle tiim iletisimsel yaklasimlar arasindaki gerilimin anlagilabilmesi i¢in “The Tension
Between Authoritative and Dialogic Discourse: A Fundemental Characterist of Meaning Making Interactions in
High School Science Lessons (Scott ve digerleri, 2006)” adli makale Tiirkgelestirilmis ve episode kisimlari
6gretmen adaylarina sunulmustur. Yedinci hafta 6gretmen adaylarina iiretken sinif sdyleminin nasil olabilecegine
dair iiretken sinif sdylemine iligkin sunum hazirlanmis ve bu sunum 6gretmen adaylariyla paylasilmistir (Ugak,
2014).

Egitimlerin sonunda &gretmen adaylarindan okuldaki fen bilimleri 6gretmeninin o hafta isleyecegi konuya
yonelik olarak onlara verdigi kazanimlar dogrultusunda ders tasarilar1 yapmalar1 istenmistir. Katilimer 6gretmen
adaylar1 derslerini 40 dakika lizerinden planlayip, uygulama okulunda islemislerdir. Egitimlerden sonra §gretmen
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adaylarinin iglemis olduklar1 derslerin video kaydi yine akranlari tarafindan yapilmistir. Video kayitlarinin
bitiminden sonra 6gretmen adaylarinin egitim oncesi ve sonrasi ders video kayitlarini izleyerek dersinde siklikla
kullandigin1 diistindiigii iletisimsel yaklasimi ve bu yaklasimi kullanmalarindaki gerekgelere iliskin doniit
yazmalar1 istenmigtir. Boylece bu iki 6gretmen adaymin siniflarinda siklikla kullanmis olduklar iletigimsel
yaklagimi ve bu iletisimsel yaklasimi kullanma gerekgeleri belirlenmistir.

Verilerin Coziimlenmesi ve Analizi

Arastirmadaki temel veri kaynagi ¢alismadaki 6gretmen adaylarinin derslerinin sesli ve gorintiilii video
kayitlaridir. Siireg igerisinde kaydedilen bu videolar MAXQDA 11 paket programi kullanilarak sdylem analizine
tabi tutulmustur. Her bir 6gretmenin derslerinden elde edilen diyaloglardaki ne kadar siire ile hangi iletisimsel
yaklagimi kullandigi hesaplanarak 6gretmen adaymin genel egilimi ortaya ¢ikarilmaya c¢alisilmistir. Yazili
transkriptten sonra konusmalar video goriintiileri ile tekrar okunmus ve var olan kodlar {izerinden kodlamalar
yapilmistir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin derslerine ait video kayitlar1 sdylem analizi kullanarak konuyla ilgili ders dizileri
boyunca etkilesim siirecini tanimlayarak yapilmistir. S6ylem analizi, yazili metinlerin ayrintili bir dilbilimsel
analize tabi tutuldugu nitel bir analiz tiiriidiir (Ozdemir, 2010). Séylem analizi sdylemi esas almakta ve giinliik
climlelerin veya metinlerin sdylenme baglaminda incelenmesine dayanmaktadir. S6ylem analizi i¢erik analizinden
farkli olarak kelimelerin, climlelerin, ifadelerin gercek anlamlarini bulmaya ¢alisir (Bas ve Akturan, 2008).

Videolara iligkin veri analizinin kodlar1 Mortimer ve Scott (2003) tarafindan tamimlanan iletisimsel
yaklagimdan elde edilmis olup, asagidaki gibidir:

e Otoriter etkilesimli: Soru-cevap rutinlerinin oldugu, alternatif ve farkli goriislerin ele alinmasina ¢ok az yer
verilerek, ¢gogunlukla degerlendirilen 6grenci cevaplari ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.

e Diyalojik etkilesimli: Ogrencilerin goriisleri (6rnegin giindelik bilgiler) kasten higbir degerlendirici bakis
olmaksizin arastirilir ve onlardan faydalanilir. Ogretmen belli bir bakis acis1 aramaz, daha ¢ok amaclh bir sekilde
ogrencilerin bakis acilarini ortaya ¢ikarmaya calisir ve birbirine uymayan goriisler izerinde galisir.

e Otoriter etkilesimsiz: Ogretmen net bir sekilde, cogunlukla ders anlatim yoluyla, bilimsel bilgiyi sunar.

e Diyalojik etkilesimsiz: Ogretmen, daha 6nceden dgrencilerin bakis agilarindan ifade edilmis zit fikirleri
kullanarak bilimsel goriise dogru ilerler. Bu arada 6grencilerle etkilesime girmez.

Her bir 6gretmen adayina iliskin video kayitlart izlenerek sdylem analizi yoluyla yukarida belirtilmis olan
kodlar dogrultusunda analiz yapilmistir. Bu kodlamalar dogrultusunda o6gretmen adaylarinin ders boyunca
kullanmis olduklar iletisimsel yaklagimi gormek miimkiin olmustur. Yazilt metin haline getirilmis olan video
dokiimleri ile de 6gretmen adaylarinin kullandiklari iletisimsel yaklagim kesitleri 6rneklendirilmistir.

Veriler analiz edilirken, rastgele se¢ilen bir 6gretmen adayina ait video kaydi nitel aragtirma deneyimine sahip,
iletisimsel yaklasim egitimlerine katilan ikinci aragtirmaci tarafindan da kodlanarak uyusum katsayisi
hesaplanmigtir. Sonra iki arastirmaci tarafindan yapilan analizler arasinda tutarlik incelemesi yapmak iizere bir
araya gelinmis, farkli ele aliman kodlamalar tartigilarak uzlagsma saglanmistir. Uyusum katsayisin1 hesaplamada;

P=[Na/Na+Nd] x 100 (Miles ve Huberman, 1994: 69) formiiliinden yararlanilmistir. Kodlayicilar arasindaki
uyusum katsayisi hesaplanmis ve Tablo 3’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. iki Kodlayic1 Arasi Giivenirlik

Veri Seti Uyusum Uyusmazlik Miktar1 Uyusum Yiizdesi (P)
miktar1 (Na) (Nd)
Ogretmen aday1 73 7 91,25

Aylin’in video kayd1

Ayni zamanda, Ogretmen adaylarindan c¢alismanin bitiminden sonra kendi videolarini izlemeleri ve
kullandiklar iletisimsel yaklasimlar1 soylem analizi ile raporlamalari istenmistir. Ayrica ¢alisma disindan alanda
uzman bir dgretim {iyesinden de rasgele secilen bir 6gretmen adaymin videosunu izlemesi ve dilsel anlamda
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giivenirlilik ¢aligmasi sonucunda olusturulan sdylem analizi raporunu incelemesi ve doniitler vermesi istenmistir.
Videolara iligkin veri analizinin kodlar1 Mortimer ve Scott (2003) tarafindan tanimlanan iletisimsel yaklagimdan
elde edilmistir. Soylem analizi de bu kodlara gore yapilmistir. Bu kodlamalar iliskin goriis birligi saglanmis olup,
Ogretmen-6grenci, Ogrenci-6grenci diyaloglarinin rahatlikla bu kategorilerde toplandigi tespit edilmistir.
Dolayisiyla arastirma bulgulari benzer ortamlarda rahatlikla test edilebilir. Bu baglamda ¢aligmanin tiim asamalari
hakkinda ayrintili bilgi verilmeye ¢aligilarak calismanin gecerliligi saglanmistir.

Bulgular

Ogretmen Adaylarimm Egitim Oncesi ve Egitim Sonrasi Derslerinde Kullandiklar: iletisimsel
Yaklasim

Her iki 6gretmen adayinin da egitim Oncesi ve egitim sonrasi dersleri analiz edildiginde benzer iletisimsel
yaklagimlar1 kullandiklar1 goriilmiistiir. Asagida 6gretmen adayr Aylin’in egitim Oncesi siif-i¢i uygulamalar
orneklendirilmistir.

Ogretmen aday1 Aylin’in egitim 6ncesi simf i¢ci uygulamalar

Ogretmen aday1 Aylin dgretmenlik uygulamasinm 6. simf dgrencilerin fen derslerinde gergeklestirmistir.
Ogretmen aday1 egitim oncesi dersinde “kamin yapisi” konusunu islemistir. Asagida 6gretmen aday1 Aylin’in
egitim dncesi ders videosunun iletisimsel yaklasim agisindan analizinin grafigi (Grafik 1) goriilmektedir.
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Grafik 1. Ogretmen aday1 Aylin’in egitim &ncesi ders videosunun iletisimsel yaklagim agisindan analiz grafigi

* Grafikte yatay eksen dakika olarak zamanm, dikey eksen ise iletisimsel yaklasinu gosterir. Diger olarak adlandirilan kisimdan
kasit ise; 6@retmenin duyuru niteligindeki konusmalari, bilgisayar ya da projektorii agmasi, 6grencilerin mikroskoptan goriintii
incelemeleri, video izlemeleri gibi iletisimin olmadig1 durumlar ya da ders dis1 séylemler.

Grafik 1. incelendiginde, 6gretmen adayinin dersinin iletisimsel yaklasim agisindan otoriter etkilesimli ve
otoriter etkilesimsiz gectigi goriilmektedir. Ogretmen aday1 Aylin dersine otoriter etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklasimi
kullanarak baglamis olup, dersinde kullanmis oldugu sdylemden bir kesit asagidaki gibidir:

1. Aylin O: Simdi biraz hatirlayalim bizim biiyiik kiiciik kan dolasimi organlarimiz nelerdi bana
soyleyebilir misiniz? Hangi organlarimiz vardi evet?

2. 0.12: Kalp

3. Aylin O: Kalp vardi evet.
4. 0.22: Damar.
5

. Aylin O: Damar vardi. Evet, evet sen?
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6. 0.17: Kan

7. Aylin O: Kan vard.

8. 0.23: Bébrek.

9. Aylin O: Bobregimiz vardi bobregimizden gegiyordu.
10. 0.12: Akciger.

11. Aylin O: Akcigerlerimiz vardi.

12.0.22: Atardamar.

13. Aylin O: Atardamarimz vard.

14.0.23: Toplardamar.

15. Aylin O: Toplardamarimiz vardi.

16. 0.12: Kilcal damar.

17. Aylin O: Kilcal damarlariniz vard.

18.0.17: Kilcal damar.

19. Aylin O: Soylemistik evet kilcal damarlarimiz vardi.
20. 0. 27: Ogretmenim

21. Aylin O: Evet Mehmet.

22.0.27: Aort vards.

23. Aylin O: Aort vard.

24.0. 27: Akciger atardamari vardi.

25. Aylin O: Akciger atardamari vardi.

26. Aylin O: Evet simdi biz gegen haftaki dersimizde damarlarimizin gérevlerini kalpten nasil kan
gotlirlip getirdigini, akcigerlerimizde temizlendigini tekrar viicudumuz dolasip kirlendigini 6grendik.
Bugiinkii dersimizde de hani biz hatirliyor musunuz ilk dersimizde bdyle viicudumuzu bir sehir merkezine
iste bir sehir merkezindeki yollar oldugunu sdylemistik. Simdi damarlarimizi gordiik. Peki damarlarimizin
icerisinde ilgili organa temizlenmesini ya da kirlenmesini komut veren yap1 neydi ve ne yapiyordu? Bunu
yani damarlarimizin igerisinde bizim ne dolasiyor da temizleniyor, kirleniyor, besin, oksijen tagiyor? Kan
cocuklar degil mi?

Ogretmen aday1 Aylin bu sdylem kesitinde 26. diyaloga kadar &grencilere sordugu kapali uglu bir soruya
cevaplar almaktadir. Ogretmen aday1 Aylin’in 3., 5., 7., 11., 13., 15, 17., 19., 23. ve 25. diyaloglarda 6grencilerin
verdigi her cevabi onayladig1 goriilmektedir. 26. diyalogda ise otoriter etkilesimsiz iletisimsel yaklagimi kullanarak
dersine devam etmistir.

Ogretmen aday1 sinifa getirmis oldugu iki mikroskobu ayarlamistir. Daha sonra her dgrenciden sessiz bir
sekilde masaya gelip goriintiiye bakip defterine ¢izmelerini istemistir. Sinif kalabalik ve iki mikroskop oldugu i¢in
uzun zaman almistir. O arada 6gretmen ve Ogrenciler arasinda Ogretmenin komutlar1 disinda hicbir iletigim
olmadigi i¢in bu kisimlar (5-13 dakikalar arasi) diger boliimii ad1 altinda analiz edilmistir.

Dersin devam eden agsamalarinda 6gretmen aday1 6grencilere alyuvar, akyuvar ve kan pulcuklari ile ilgili kapali
uglu sorular sorarak otoriter etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagimi kullanarak dersini bitiriyor. Ogretmen aday1 Aylin’in
kullanmis oldugu iletisimsel yaklasim yiizde olarak pasta grafigi (Grafik 2) iizerinde gosterilmistir.
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Ogretmen aday1 Aylin'in egitim oncesi dersinde kullandig iletisimsel yaklasim

B Otoriter etkilesimsiz

B Otoriter etkilesimli
Diyalojik etkilesimli
Diyalojik etkilesimsiz
Diger

Grafik 2. Ogretmen aday1 Aylin’in egitim 6ncesi ders videosunun iletisimsel yaklagim agisindan analizinin %
grafigi

Grafik 2 incelendiginde, Ogretmen adayi egitim Oncesi dersinde otoriter etkilesimli (%34) ve otoriter
etkilesimsiz (%16) iletisimsel yaklasimun kullanmgtir. Ogretmen adayr Aylin’in egitim oncesindeki dersi
iletisimsel yaklagim agisindan degerlendirildiginde dersinin biiyiik bir gogunlugunda otoriter etkilesimli iletigimsel
yaklagimi kullandig1 goriilmektedir. Yani dersin biiyiik bir cogunlugunda 6gretmen sdyleminin ¢ogu baglatma-
kargilik-degerlendirme degisimlerinden olusmaktadir ve bunlarin ¢ogu 6gretmenin kafasindaki dogru cevabi
almaya yonelik sorular olup, 6grencinin verdigi kisa cevabi degerlendirdigi geleneksel niteliktedir.

Ogretmen adayr Aylin’in egitim oncesi dersinde kullandig iletisimsel yaklasima iliskin
goriisleri

Ogretmen adayr Aylin’den egitim 6ncesi islemis oldugu dersinin videosunu izleyip dersinde siklikla
kullandlglnludﬁsﬁndﬁgﬁ iletisimsel yaklagimi ve bu yaklasimi kullanmasindaki gerekgelere iliskin doniit yazmasi
istenmistir. Ogretmen adayinin egitim oncesi dersine iliskin doniitleri su sekildedir:

“Dersin genelinde otoriter etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagimi kullanmisim. Ciinkii daha ¢ok sorular ve
onlardan gelen cevaplar dogrultusunda dersi yiiriittiim. Bu sorular kapalr uclu bilgiye dayali sorulardi.
Herhangi bir sorgulama igcermiyordu. Swmif kontroliinii saglamak amaciyla da otoriter etkilesimsiz
iletisimsel yaklasimi kullanmisim. Bir de videoyu izledigimde o6grencilere mikroskopta gériintii
gostermistim. Her ne kadar tahminlerini almaya ve gordiiklerini ¢izdirmeye ¢alissam da derste grencilere
verimli olamamisim. Yani goriintiiye bak ¢iz demisim ancak 6grenci konu hakkinda hi¢bir bilgisi olmadig
icin goriintiileri ¢izememis. Hatta birkag ogrenci anlamadigim seyi nasil ¢izebilivim ki? demis. Ciinkii ben
sadece hazirladigim plana ve bu plan dogrultusundaki sorulart baz almisim. Amacim planimi uygulamak
olmus. Ogrencinin bu plan dahilinde konuyu 6grenip égrenmedigine odaklanmamisim. Siivekli parmak
kaldiran ogrencileri kaldirarak birkag 6grenciden dogru cevabi alarak plamimi siivdiirmiisiim. Aslinda
diger 6grencilere s6z hakki verip tartistirabilirmisim. Ama dedigim gibi amacim planimi uygulamak ve
dogruyu buldurmak olmus. Bunu yapabilmek i¢in de dolayisiyla ¢cogunlukla otoriter etkilegimli iletisimsel
yaklagimi kullanmisim.

Ogretmen aday1 Aylin’in dersine yonelik degerlendirmelerine bakildiginda, dersini ¢ogunlukla otoriter
etkilesimli bulduguna dikkat ¢ekmistir. Yapilan video analizi bulgularina gore de (Grafik 2) &gretmen adayi
Aylin’in dersinde ¢ogunlukla otoriter etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklasimi kullandig1 goriilmiistiir.
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Ogretmen aday1 Aylin’in egitim sonrasi simf ici uygulamalar

Ogretmen aday1 Aylin’in egitimler sonrasinda islemis oldugu ders egitim dncesi ile aym gruptur. Ogretmen
aday1 egitimler sonrasinda dersinde “ses yalitimi” konusunu iglemistir. Asagida dgretmen aday1 Aylin’in egitim
sonrasi ders videosunun iletisimsel yaklagim agisindan analizinin grafigi (Grafik 3) goriilmektedir.
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Grafik 3. Ogretmen aday1 Aylin’in egitim sonras1 ders videosunun iletisimsel yaklasim agisindan analiz grafigi

Ogretmen aday1 Aylin 6grencilerin sesle ilgili neler bildiklerini 6grenmek icin dersine sorularla basliyor ve
diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagimi kullaniyor. Dersin 3.-4. dakikalar1 diger olarak adlandirilan kisimda
O0gretmen adayr bilgisayarda kavram karikatiirii aciyor ve her Ogrenciden sessizce kavram karikatiirlerini
okumalarim istiyor. Daha sonra bu kavram karikatiiriindeki dort karakterden hangisinin diisiincesine katilip
katilmadiklarini sorgulamaya basliyor. Bu sorgulama esnasinda diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklasimi
kullaniyor. Dersin akiginda ara sira diyologlari toparlayarak diyalojik etkilesimsiz iletisimsel yaklasimi kullaniyor.
Grafik 3’de goriilen 15. dakikada diger olarak analiz edilen kisimda 6grencileri gruplara ayiriyor ve otoriter
etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklasimi kullanarak dersini siirdiiriiyor.

Ogretmen aday1 Aylin simfa gelmeden 6nce kutularin i¢ine farkli maddeler koymustur. Gruplara kutulari
dagittiktan sonra Ogrencilerden kutularin i¢inde hangi maddelerin oldugunu sormustur. Asagida diyalojik
etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagima iliskin sdylem kesiti yer almaktadir:

9.

© N o gk~ w Db PE

Aylin O: Simdi biz bu deneyimizi neden yapiyoruz sizce?

0.16: Ogretmenim hangisi daha iyi yalitir diye.

Aylin O: Hangisi daha iyi yalitir diye yapiyoruz. Peki hadi bakalim tahmin edelim. Sizce?
0.16: En iyisi yumurta kolisi.

Aylin O: Size gore hangisi daha iyi yalitir, evet siz ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?

0. 27: Yumurta kolisi.

Aylin O: Ama hangisine gére yumurta kolisi daha iyi yalitir?

0.27: Kopiige gore daha fazla.

Aylin O: Yumurta kolisi kopiige gore daha iyi yalitir diyor arkadasiniz. Arkadasimizin diisiincesine

katilan var m1?

10. O.1: Ben katiliyorum.

11. Aylin O: Katilmayan var m?
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12.0.5: Bence temizlik bezi.
13. Aylin O: Su an yumurta kolisi ve kopiik hakkinda konusuyoruz.
14. 0.5: Hm yumurta kolisi bence.

15. Aylin O: Hayir 6gretmenim ben buna katilmiyorum ben baska bir sey diisiiniiyorum ¢iinkii diyen
evet...

16. 0.38: Ogretmenim kopiik daha iyi yalitir. Ciinkii onlarin arasinda bosluk oldugu igin.
17.0.20: Yumurta kolisinin i¢inde de bosluk var ama.

18. 0.38: Daha iyi yalitmaz m1 kopiik?

19. 0.20: Yumurta kolisinin i¢inde de bosluk var.

20. Aylin O: Yumurta kolisinin i¢inde de bosluk var ama diyor arkadasmiz. Siz arkadasimzin diisiincesi
ile ilgili ne sOylemek istersiniz? Bir tanesi kopiikte bosluk var bu yiizden daha iyi yalitir dedi, digeri
yumurta kolisinde de bosluk var ama dedi.

21. Aylin O: Evet Aylin.

22.0.16: Bence de &gretmenim yumurta kolisi daha iyi yalitir. Ciinkii 6gretmenim hatta bir tane
deneyde de vardi.

23. Aylin O: Nasil bir deneydi Aylin anlatir misin bize biraz?

24.0.16: Ogretmenim bir tane kutunun igine saati koydular ve yumurta kolisini de koydular sonra
ogretmenim kutuyu kapattiklarinda disaridan saatin sesi gelmedi.

25. Aylin O: Peki biz neden yumurta kolisi segmis olabiliriz? Neden yumurta kolisi?
26.0.5: Ogretmenim bence kutu daha sey ¢iinkii yumurta kolisi ince.

27. Aylin O: incelik etkilidir diyorsun. Peki neden yumurta kolisi dedin ama?
28.0.5: Bilmem.

29. Aylin O: Neden yumurta kolisi? Evet Mehmet sen ne diisiiniiyorsun?

30.0.28: Yumurta kolisinin i¢ kisimlar1 ve gd¢miis kisimlar1 var. Bu kisimlar tek basina ses yalitimi
saglayabilen bir tasarimdir ve genellikle binalarin iginde ¢atilarda falan kullanilabilir.

31. Aylin O: Peki bu dik ve i¢ine gdemiis kistm ne gibi fayda sagliyor bize 1s1 yalitimi ve ses
yalittminda?

32. 0.28: Dik kisimlar sesi biraz daha diisiiriirken, gociik kisimlar sesin diger taraftan gitmesini onliiyor.
Bu sayede hem sesin disar1 ¢itkmas1 hem de sesin igeri girmesi onleniyor.

33. Aylin O: Mehmet'e katilan var mi?
34.0.16: Bence de 6gretmenim Mehmet dogru sdyliiyor. Evet onun tasartmindan dolayz.

Ogretmen adayr Aylin kutulardan c¢ikan malzemeleri dikkate alarak deneyi neden yaptiklari hususunda
ogrencilerin tahminlerini almistir. Ogrencilerden alternatif fikirler istemekte ve hicbir degerlendirmede
bulunmadan grencilerden arkadaslarinin fikirlerine katilip katilmadigini sorgulamaktadir. Ogretmen aday1 Aylin
O0grenci cevaplarina tarafsiz geri doniitler vermektedir. Ayrica 6grencilerden fikirlerini agiklamalarini ve
gerekcelendirmelerini istemektedir. Diger malzemeler i¢in de diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagimi kullanarak
dersini siirdiirmiistiir.

Ogretmen aday1 Aylin, dgrencilerden tahminlerini alip bu tahminleri tahtaya siralamistir. Ogrencilerin
giindelik bilgilerini adim adim bilimsel bilgilere doniistiirmeye c¢aligmaktadir. Dersin sonunda deneyi yaparak
tahminleri ile bulgularini karsilagtirmistir.
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35. Aylin O: Tahmin etmistiniz acaba tahminleriniz dogru mu, yanlis mi1? Deney esnasinda isterseniz
not alabilirsiniz karsilastirmak igin.

Ogretmen adayr Aylin 6nce gruplara deney malzemeleri verip sirayla kutularm igindeki saat sesine
odaklanmalarmi ve hangi malzemelerin sesi daha iyi yalittigini belirtmelerini istemistir. Dogru siralamay1 yapan
grup olsa da direk dogruyu onaylayip gecmektense, tiim sinifin dogruya ulagmasi i¢in deneyi tekrarlamaktadir. En
onde ortadaki 6grenci masasinda tiim deneyi tekrarlayarak kutulardan gelen sesleri dikkatle dinlemelerini
istemistir. Asagida sdylemden alinan bir verilmistir:

36. Aylin O: Kutu bosken dinliyoruz énce dinlesin herkes. Simdi 6nce kutuya temizlik bezi koyacagim.
Dinliyoruz. Herkes duyuyor mu? Simdi pamugu deniyorum. Once temizlik bezini denedim simdi pamugu
deniyorum.

37. Ogrenciler: Pamuk.

38. Aylin O: Sonug olarak ne dedik?

39. Ogrenciler: Pamuk.

40. Aylin O: Peki simdi kimler tahmin sonuglarim degistiriyor simdi?
41.Grup 1: Biz.

42.Grup 3: Biz.

43. Aylin O: Sunlari eliyorum (tahtadaki yazilanlar iizerinde eleme yapiyor.)

44, Aylin O: ki tane secenege indirdik degil mi? Simdi pamuk temizlik bezinden daha iyi peki temizlik
bezi neyden daha iyi demistiniz?

45.0.9: Pamuk.

46.0.5: Ogretmenim.

47.0.38: Yumurta kolisi.

48. Aylin O: Yumurta kolisi simdi temizlik beziyle yumurta kolisini deneyelim mi?

49. Ogrenciler: Evet.

50. Aylin O: Yumurta kolisi, kopiik yani straforu deneyelim. Simdi kopiik ikisi de ayn1 sey.
51.0.5: Ogretmenim bence yumurta kolisi strafordan daha az yalitir.

52. Aylin O: Tamam deneyelim Ziilal'in baska bir fikri var. Diyor ki kopiik yumurta kolisinden daha
iyi bunu deneyebiliriz. Yumurta kolisi ve strafor. Simdi dnce straforu koyuyorum. Yerlestirdim kutuyu
kapattim. Strafor koydum. Dinliyoruz degil mi?

53. Ogrenciler: Evet.

Ogretmen aday1 Aylin, 6grencilerin celiskiye diistiigiinii fark etmis ve celiskiye diistiikleri noktada dogru olani
onaylamaktansa farkl1 diisiindiikleri noktada deneyi tekrarlamistir ve sorgulamasina devam etmistir. Ogretmen
aday1 degerlendirmede bulunmadan, 6grencilerin aym fikirde olup olmadiklarimi ve farkli diisiincede olanlarin
diisiincelerini ortaya ¢ikarmalarina tegvik etmistir.

54. Aylin O: Once straforu yapiyoruz. Bakin bir dakika dinleyin. Simdi yumurta kolisi igin yapicam.
Yumurta kolisi oldugunu diisiiniiyorsun.

55. Aylin O: Anladigim kadariyla Ziilal fikrini degistirdi ve ne diisiiniiyorsun Ziilal?

56. 0.5: Ogretmenim ilk basta bundan daha az geliyordu.

57. Aylin O: Bir dakika Ziilal'i dinleyelim. Ziilal bir sey soyliiyor. Ziilal'in 6nceki tahmini neydi? Ziilal?
58.0.5: Strafor.

59. Aylin O: Strafor daha iyi yalitir demisti ama simdi diyor ki. ..
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60. 0.5: Yumurta Kolisi.

61. Aylin O: Peki siz ne diisiiniiyorsunuz? Onunla hem fikir misiniz?
62. Ogenciler: Evet 6gretmenim biz de katiliyoruz.

63. Aylin O: Tekrarlayalim mi1 gocuklar?

64. Ogrenciler: Hayir 6gretmenim.

Ogretmen aday1 dgrencilerin celiskiye diistiigiinii noktalar1 aciga ¢ikarmis ve dgrencilerin diyaloglar yoluyla
kendi kendilerine anlamalarina yardimei1 olmustur. Bunlari saglarken de diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagimi
kullanmugtir. Ogretmen aday1 &grencilerin sdylemis olduklar1 diyaloglari toparlayarak diyalojik etkilesimsiz
iletisimsel yaklagimi kullanarak dersine devam etmistir.

Aylin O: Peki tamam Ziilal fikrini degistirdi. Yaptigimiz deney sonucunda fikrini degistirdi. Son olarak
sizler sunlar1 sdylediniz. Tahtadan sizin en son sdyledikleriniz iizerinde mutahabik kaldiginiz bulgular
nelerdi? En ¢ok yalitkandan en az yalitkana dogru $dyle bir siralama olusturdunuz: Pamuk, temizlik bezi,
yumurta kolisi, kopiik, sise. Yumurta kolisi ve kopiik arasinda ilk basta bir iligki kuramadiniz. Hangisinin
daha iyi olduguyla ilgili ¢eliski yasadiginiz i¢in deneyimizi tekrarladik. Tekrarladiktan sonra ise iligki
kurabildiniz ve siralama yaptiniz. Kopiikle straforu farkli maddeler olarak kullanmigsiniz. Ancak ayni diye
diizeltmistik.

Asagida oOgretmen adayinin Ogrencilerin  goriisleri dogrultusunda tahtada yaptigi siralama
goriilmektedir.

Ogretmen aday1 dersinin sonunda &grencilere bilimsel bakisi kendisi sunarak otoriter etkilesimsiz olarak
dersini bitirmistir. Ogretmen adayinin kullanmis oldugu iletisimsel yaklasim yiizde olarak pasta grafigi (Grafik 4)
tizerinde gosterilmistir.
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Ogretmen aday1 Aylin'in egitim sonras: dersinde kullandig iletisimsel
yaklasim

® Otoriter etkilesimsiz
15 B Otoriter etkilesimli
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Grafik 4. Ogretmen aday1 Aylin’in egitim sonrasi ders videosunun iletisimsel yaklasim agisindan analizin %
grafigi

Grafik 4. incelendiginde, 6gretmen adayinin dersinde otoriter etkilesimli (%1), otoriter etkilesimsiz (%0),
diyalojik etkilesimli (%52) ve diyalojik etkilesimsiz iletisimsel yaklasimi (%6) kullandigi goriilmektedir.
Ogretmen aday1 Aylin’in egitim sonrasi iletisimsel yaklasim agisindan dersinin biiyiik cogunlugunun diyalojik
etkilesimli olarak gectigi goriilmektedir. Ogretmen aday1 Aylin egitim sonrasinda farkli fikirleri dnemseyen,
Ogrencilerin agiklamalarina gerekge isteyen, fikirleri tartistiran ve anlamaya g¢alisan bir role sahip olmustur.
Ogretmen aday1 dgrencilere bakis acilarim ifade etmeleri ve ders esnasinda ortaya ¢ikan konu ve diisiinceler
hakkinda yorum yapmalari i¢in sans vermektedir. Ayrica 6grencilerin diisiincelerinin dogru ya da yanlis olmasim
degerlendirmeden, biitiin diigiinceleri dikkate alip, diyalogun devam etmesine firsat vermistir.

Ogretmen adayr Aylin’in egitim sonrasi dersinde kullandig iletisimsel yaklasima iliskin
goriisleri

Ogretmen adayinin egitim sonrasi dersine iliskin déniitleri su sekildedir:

“Aslinda onemli olan segilen iletisimsel yaklasimin égrencilerin diistincelerini ortaya ¢ikarabilecek sekilde
etkili ve anlaml kullamlabilmesidir. Ele alinan konunun ve kazamimlarin dogrultusunda ogrencileri
heyecanlandirarak onlarda merak ve istek uyandiran iletisimsel yaklasimin segilmesi énemlidir. Ancak
otoriter yaklasimlarla tiim bunlar: saglamak bence miimkiin degildir. Dolayisiyla diyalojik yaklagimlar: da
kullanmak zorundayiz. Son dersimde bu sekilde diisiinmeye basladigim icin diyalojik yaklasimlar
kullandigimi diistiniiyorum. Ayrica diyaloglar yoluyla ogrencilerin diigiinceleri iizerinden dersinize devam
ettiginizde yapmis oldugunuz plana tabii olmaniz miimkiin degil. Ciinkii 6grencilerin sorulari iizerinden
dersinizi yiiriitiiyorsunuz. Ayrica son ders planimi hazirlarken agik¢ast daha ¢ok zaman harcadim, daha
¢cok arastirma yaptim, daha ¢ok diistindiim. Ne sorular gelebilir hani bununla ilgili kafa yordum. Hazirlig
ben bu sekilde yaptim. Onun disinda su etkinligi ya da bu etkinligi diye degil sorularla belki onlar
yonlendirmeye ¢alistim. Ayrica 6grencilerden aldigim déniit benim igin ¢ok onemli. Eger ogrenciler hiu
ogretmenim aa bu bundanmis ben géyle soyle diisiintiyordum diyebiliyorlarsa eger evet ben gergekten
basarilyim. Son dersimde zaten bu sekilde diisiinmeye basladigim icin ¢ogunlukla diyalojik etkilesimli
iletisimsel yaklasimi kullandigimi diisiiniiyorum ™.

Ogretmen adayr Aylin’in dersine yonelik degerlendirmelerine bakildiginda, dersinde gogunlukla diyalojik
etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagimi kullandigina dikkat ¢ekmistir. Yapilan video analizi sonucunda (Grafik 4) da,
ogretmen adayinin dersinde ¢gogunlukla diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagimi kullandig1 goriilmektedir.

Ogretmen aday: Yasin’in egitim oncesi simif i¢i uygulamalari

Ogretmen adayr Yasin 6gretmenlik uygulamasim 7. siif dgrencilerin fen derslerinde gerceklestirmistir.
Ogretmen aday1 egitim Oncesi dersinde “derisik ve seyreltik ¢ozeltiler” konusunu islemistir. Asagida 6gretmen
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aday1 Yasin’in egitim Oncesi ders videosunun iletisimsel yaklasim agisindan analizinin grafigi (Grafik 5)
goriilmektedir.
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Grafik 5. Ogretmen aday1 Yasin’in egitim 6ncesi ders videosunun iletisimsel yaklasim acisindan analiz grafigi

Grafik 5 incelendiginde, 6gretmen adaymin dersinin iletisimsel yaklagim acisindan otoriter etkilesimli ve
otoriter etkilesimsiz olarak gectigi goriilmektedir. Ogretmen aday: Yasin dersine otoriter etkilesimli iletisimsel
yaklasimu kullanarak baslamis olup, dersinde kullanmis oldugu séylemden bir kesit asagidaki gibidir:

Yasin O: Peki tuzlu suda ¢6ziicii nedir?
0.10: Coziicii tuz.
0.7: Coziicii su.
0.8: Coziicii su.
0.10: Su su.
0.8: Tuzsa ¢oziinen.
Yasin O: Tuz ¢oziinen madde evet arkadaslar.
Yasin O: Peki o ¢ozeltilerde hazirladig1 yani arkadaslarimin anlattigi konuda ¢ozeltilerde su ne
kadar tuz ¢6zebiliyordu? Ya da stirekli tuz katsak su hepsini ¢dzebiliyor mu?
9. 0.3: Hayrr.
10. 0.15: Hayir ¢6zemiyor.
11. Yasin O: Kaliyor mesela degil mi?
12.0.3: Evet.
13. Yasin O: Size soyle bir soru sorsam. Suyun igine biraz tuz katsak ya da birazdan daha fazla ya da
ne bileyim kiip seker atsak ya da iki ii¢ kiip seker atsak ikisini de ¢ozer mi?
14.0.7: Evet.
15.0.8: Cozer.
16. Yasin O: Ikisini de ¢ozer degil mi?
17. Yasin O: Ama iki ¢ozelti de ayn1 nudir?
18. Ogrenciler: Hayur.
19. 0.7: Biri daha ¢abuk ¢oziiniir biri az ¢oziiniir.
20. Yasin O: Biri daha ¢ok ¢oziinmiistiir biri daha az ¢oziinmiistiir seklinde diizeltelim onu.
21.0.7: Evet.

NN E

Ogretmen aday1 1. diyalogda tuzlu suda ¢éziiciiniin ne oldugunu sormakta 2., 3., 4., 5. ve 6. diyaloglarda
Ogrencilerden alternatif cevaplar almasina ragmen 7. diyalogda dogru cevabi onaylamaktadir. Diyaloglarin devam
eden boliimiinde de kapali uglu sorular sorarak (8., 13. ve 17.) dogru cevaplari onaylamaktadir.

Ogretmen aday1 dersin devam eden béliimlerinde gruplar seklinde (siralarm birlestirilmesi ile grup seklini
almis) oturmus olan Ogrencilere deney malzemelerini dagitir ve ne yapmalar1 gerektigini otoriter etkilesimsiz
iletisimsel yaklagimi kullanarak anlatir. Her gruba 3 beherglas verir ve ilk beherglasa 1 kiip seker, ikincisine 2 kiip
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seker ve ticiinciistine 3 kiip seker atmalarini ister. Daha sonra 6grenciler 3. dakikadan sonra grafikte goriilen diger
olarak adlandirilan kisimda sekeri beherglas icinde karistirirlar. Bu arada 6gretmen-6grenci ve 6grenci-6grenci
etkilesimi gerceklesmez. Gruplardan sadece bir ya da birkagi beherglas icerisinde sekerleri karistirir. Diger
ogrenciler ise kendi aralarinda sohbet ederler. Ogretmen adayinin bu aradaki 6grencilerle tek etkilesimi simifta ok
fazla giiriiltii oldugu icin sessiz olmalar1 ve deneyi yapmalar1 yoniinde olur.

Grafik 5.°de goriilen 5-10. dakikalar arasi Ogretmen sikga otoriter-etkilesimsiz iletisimsel yaklasimi
kullanmaktadir. Tahtaya derigik ve seyreltik ¢ozeltilerin neler oldugunu anlatarak yazmig ve yazdiklarini da
ogrencilerin defterlerine gecirmelerini istemistir. Ogretmen aday1 Yasin dersinin sonlarma dogru égrencilere
degerlendirme amaciyla ¢alisma yapragi dagitmis ve dgrencilerden bireysel olarak cevaplamalarini istemistir.
Dersin 37-40. dakikalar1 arasinda da otoriter etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagimi kullanarak 6grencilerin cevaplarina
doniit vermistir. Asagida bu dakikalar arasinda kullandigi otoriter etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklasimdan sdylem kesiti
verilmigtir:

22.Yasin O: Evet arkadaslar birinci soruya ne dediniz?
23.0.19: Cozelti.

24. Yasin O: Cozelti dogru cevap ikinci soru.
25.0.15: Coziinen.

26. Yasin O: Adem?

27.0.15: Hocam ¢oziinen.

28.0.8: Coziicil.

29.0.19: Coziici.

30.0.11: Cozelti hocam.

31.0.8: Coziinen.

32.0.6: Ne c¢ozeltisi.

33. Yasin O: ikinci soru ¢6ziinen. Ugiincii soru?
34.0.8: Coziicil.

35. Yasin O: Coziicii. Dérdiincii soru.

36. 0.8: Derisik.

37.0.18: Derisik.

38. Yasin O: Derisik. Besinci soru.

39. Ogrenciler: Seyreltik

40. Yasin O: Ne?

41. Ogrenciler: Seyreltik.

42.Yasin O: Tamam arkadaglar dersimiz bitti zaten.

Ogretmen aday1 Yasin, 6grencilerden calisma yapragindaki sorular1 cevaplamalarini istemektedir. Ogrencilerin
vermis olduklari cevaplari1 degerlendirirken ikinci soruda farkli cevaplar almasina ragmen (25., 27.,28., 29., 30. ve
31. diyaloglarda) alternatif cevaplari sorgulamamakta ve 35. diyalogda dogru cevab1 vererek gegmektedir. Besinci
soruda d6grenciler cevap vermislerdir (39. ve 41. diyaloglarda) ancak 42. diyalogda 6gretmen aday1 6grencilerin
cevaplarina yonelik herhangi bir doniit vermemis ve dersini bitirmistir.
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Ogretmen aday1 Yasin'in egitim oncesi dersinde kullandig iletisimsel yaklasim
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Grafik 6. Ogretmen aday1 Yasin’in egitim dncesi ders videosunun iletisimsel yaklasim acisindan analizinin
% grafigi

Grafik 6 incelendiginde, dgretmen adaynin egitim Oncesi dersi iletisimsel yaklasim agisindan otoriter
etkilesimli (%27,5) ve otoriter etkilesimsiz (%20) olarak gectigi goriilmiistiir. Ogretmen aday1 Yasin’in dersinin
biiyiik bir ¢ogunlugu diger olarak adlandirilan yapida ge¢mektedir. Bu béliimler gogunlukla 6gretmen adayimin
sessiz kaldigi, duyuru ya da sessiz olmalar1 yoniindeki konugmalari, 6grencilerin ¢aligma yapraklarini doldurdugu,
dgretmenin dgrencilerle arasinda hicbir sdylem olusturmadigi kisimlardir. Ogretmen adayr dersinin biiyiik bir
boliimiinde dgrencileri sessiz olmalari yoniinde uyarmaktadir. Otoriter etkilesimsiz olarak tanimlanan boliimlerde
Ogretmen aday1 fen bakis agisina dikkat ¢ekerek konuyu kendisi anlatmistir. Otoriter etkilesimli bdliimlerde
Ogretmen sOyleminin ¢ogu baslatma-karsilik-doniit degisimlerinden olugmaktadir ve bunlarin ¢ogu 6gretmenin
kapal1 uglu bir soru sordugu ve 6grencinin verdigi kisa cevabi degerlendirdigi geleneksel niteliktedir. Dersin bazi
boliimlerinde 6gretmen aday1 6grencilerden farkli cevaplar gelmesine ragmen, yanlig cevabi goz ardi ederek dogru
cevabi onaylayip baska bir soruya ge¢mektedir.

Ogretmen adayr Yasin’in egitim oncesi dersinde kullandig iletisimsel yaklasima iliskin
goriisleri

Ogretmen adayinin egitim dncesi dersine iliskin doniitleri su sekildedir:

“Iik anlattigim derste genellikle otoriter-etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklasimi kullanmisim. Etkilesim Oriintiisii
olarak da soru-cevap-degeriendirmeyi kullanmisim. Iletisimsel yaklasimi daha onceden bilmedigimiz icin
farkinda olmadan otoriter-etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagimi kullandigum  diisiiniiyorum. Ciinkii  biz
ogretmenlerden istenen ogrenciyi derse katmamiz. Dolayisiyla da ogrencileri derse katmak igin stirekli
soru, cevap ve degerlendirmeyi kullaniyoruz. Ornegin dersimde siirekli olarak, égrencilerden biri cevap
verdiginde cevap dogru ise onaylamisim, yanlis ise direk dogruyu soyleyip ge¢misim. Farkli 6grencilerin
diisiincelerini almamigim. Hep aymi 6grencilere séz hakki vermisim ya da é6grencilerin diistincelerini
acgiklamalarini ya da gerekgelendirmelerini istememisim. Nerdeyse hi¢ agtk uglu soru sormamisim. Bir de
ara ara otoriter-etkilesimsiz iletisimsel yaklasimi kullandigimi diistiniiyorum. Sanwrim otoriter etkilegimsiz
iletisimsel yaklasimi kullanmamdaki neden siniftaki hakimiyet, sinifi kontrol edememe kaygisi ve bilimsel
bilgiyi égretememe kaygisi.”

Ogretmen adayr Yasin’in dersine yonelik degerlendirmelerine bakildiginda, dersini ¢ogunlukla otoriter
etkilesimli bulduguna dikkat ¢ekmistir. Ayrica ara ara otoriter-etkilesimsiz iletisimsel yaklasimi kullandigini
belirtmektedir. Yapilan video analizi sonucunda (Grafik 6) da dgretmen adayimin dersinin iletisimsel yaklagim
acisindan otoriter etkilesimli ve otoriter etkilesimsiz olarak gectigi goriilmektedir.
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Ogretmen aday1 Yasin’in egitim sonrasi sinif ici uygulamalari

Ogretmen aday1 Yasin’in egitimler sonrasinda islemis oldugu ders egitim oncesi ile ayn1 gruptur. Ogretmen
aday1 egitimler sonrasinda dersinde “yildizlar ve gezegenlerin ozellikleri” konusunu islemistir. Asagida 6gretmen
adayr Yasin’in egitim sonrasi ders videosunun iletisimsel yaklasima yonelik analizinin grafigi (Grafik 7)
goriilmektedir.
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Diyolojik 3
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Grafik 7. Ogretmen aday1 Yasin’in egitim sonras1 ders videosunun iletisimsel yaklasim agisindan analiz grafigi

Grafik 7 incelendiginde, 6gretmen adaymin dersinde tiim iletisimsel yaklagimlart kullandig1 goriilmektedir.
Ogretmen aday1 Yasin dersine 6grencilerden gokyiiziinde hangi cisimlerin oldugunu sorarak otoriter etkilesimli
olarak baglamistir. Ogretmen aday: dersine yonelik olarak dersten 6nce kopiik, raptiye ve iizerinde gezegen, yildiz
ve her ikisinin de ortak ve farkli 6zelliklerini yazan kagitlar hazirlamistir. Sinifa getirdigi malzemeleri grup
seklinde oturttugu dgrencilere dagitmigtir. Daha sonra dgrencilere dagittigi malzemelerle ne yapacaklarini otoriter
etkilesimsiz bir bicimde anlatmistir. Ogretmen aday1 Yasin’in amac1 6grencilerin ne bildiklerini ortaya ¢ikarmak
ve tiim simf etkilesimi ile dersini diyaloglar araciligiyla yapilandirmaktir. Ogrenciler gruplar halinde tartigarak
kagitlar1 raptiyelerle kopiiklere yerlestirmislerdir. Bu arada Ogretmen gruplari dolasarak “Evet neler
distintiyorsunuz? Sen ne diisiinliyorsun?” seklinde 6grencilere sorular sormustur. Bu boliimde hem 6grenci-
6grenci diyalojisi, hem de 6gretmen-6grenci diyalojisi gerceklesmistir. Bir gruba ait 6grenci-6grenci diyalojisine
yonelik soylem kesiti asagidaki gibidir:

1. Yasin O: Gruplarda herkes goriisiinii soyliyecek. Sadece bir iki kisi yapmiycak tamam m1
arkadaslar?
0.14: Sunu yildiza koysana.
0.8: Gezegen mi biiyiik, yildiz m1?
0.13: Boyle sadece 15181 yansitir dur dur bak sadece 15181 yansitir (gezegeni gosterek)
0.15: Kiire seklindedir dedigi gezegen bence.
0.10: ikisinin ortak yonii ne acaba? (yildiz ve gezegenin)
0.13: Sadece 15131 yansitir bak.
0.15: Sadece 15181 yansitir (gezegeni gosterek)
. 0.8: Isik kaynagidir diyor.
10. 0.13: Bu neymis (daha biiyiiktiir) bence bu gezegen.
11. Yasin O: Arkadaslar iyi diisiiniin ve ortak karar verin liitfen. Once her bir 6zellik iizerinde
uzlagmaya varin isterseniz.
12. Yasin O: Biraz daha diisiiniin ve tartisin aranizda daha sonra beraber tartisalim.
13.0.13: Tamam diger cisimlere gore daha soguktur bu hangisi sizce?
14. 0.14: Bu gezegenin 6zelligi olmasi lazim.
15. 0.13: Cok hizli hareket eder diyor bu kagitta da.
16. 0.8: Yildiz bence.
17.0.13: Gok cismi olmal
18. 0.14: Bence ikisi de.
420
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19. 0.12: Yildiz zaten olacaklar1 yer belli olmuyor yildiz
20. 0.14: Bence ikisinin ortak 6zelligidir ortak 6zelligidir.
21. 0.15: Bak daha kiigiik diyor, gezegen daha kiiciik degil mi?
22.0.13: Hayir ya yildizlar daha kiigiik.

23.0.8: Gezegen kiigiik

24.0.13: Gezegen biiyiik

25.0.15: Gezegen kiiciik, giinesten daha kiiciik.

26.0.13: Gezegen biiyiik

27.0.15: Hadi kontrol edelim ya

28. Yasin O: Tamam diger arkadaslariniz1 bekleyin.

29. 0.13: Enerji kaynagidir.

30. 0.10: Bence her ikisinin de ortak 6zelligi bu.

Daha sonra 6gretmen aday1 her gruptan bir grup sozciisiine soz hakki vererek grubuyla beraber olusturduklar
bilgileri tim smif ile paylagsmasii istiyor. Bu arada diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagimi kullaniyor.
Ogretmen aday1 gruplarin celiskiye diistiikleri fikirleri ortaya ¢ikarmaya calisarak, gruplar arasindaki farkli
distinceleri tahtada siraliyor. Bu sirada 6gretmen adayi ile grup sozciileri arasinda olusan séylemden bir kesit
asagidaki gibidir:

31.Yasin O: Yildiz grubundaki arkadaslarimiz yildizlarin &zelliklerine neler yapistirmis onu bir
dinleyelim. Farkli yaptiysaniz niye farkli yaptiginizi ya da nigin o sekilde diisiindiigiiniizii arkadaslariniza
aciklayin. Yildiz grubunun sdzciisii liitfen bize yildizin 6zelliklerini okuyabilir misin? (Ogretmen adayi
gruplari olustururken her gruptan kendisine bir grup ad1 koymasini istemistir)

32. Yasin O: Gokyiiziinde gordiigiimiiz parlak cisimlerin ¢ogudur diyor, bu grup.

33. Ogrenciler: Evet, dogru.

34.Yasin O: tiraz1 olan?

35. Ogrenciler: Yok.

36. Yasin O: Yok.

37.0.5: Kiire seklindedir.

38. Yasin O: Kiire seklindedir diyor arkadasiniz?

39. 0.13: Hayur, hayur.

40. 0.14: Biz de boyle diisiinmiiyoruz.

41.0.8: Biz de.

42.0.15: Evet biz de 6gretmenim.

43. Yasin O: Ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?

44, Yasin O: Katilanlar nicin katildigini, katilmayanlar da nigin katilmadiklarim belirtsinler liitfen?
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Ogretmen aday1 dnce gruplarin kendi aralarinda, daha sonra ise birbirleri arasinda goriis birligine varmalarina
yardimci olmustur. Gruplarin takildiklart noktalar1 tahtada siralayarak, bu noktalar iizerinden dersini
detaylandirmustir. Grafikte goriilen diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklasimi kullandigi bdliimlerin aralarinda
diger olarak adlandirilan boliimlerde 6gretmen siirekli 6grencileri birbirlerinin diislincelerine saygili olmalar1
konusunda uyarilarda bulunmaktadir. Ogrenciler bu uyarilari dikkate almadiklari igin 6gretmen aralarda uyarilarini
tekrarlamaktadir.

Dersin sonuna dogru tiim fikirleri, ¢eliskiye diigiilen noktalari, {izerinde fikir birligine varilmayan noktalari
hem gorsel hem de agiklamali olarak acikliga kavusturmak igin bir video izlettirmistir. Aralarda da videoyu
durdurarak, kendisi 6zellikle 6grencilerin takildiklart noktalara yonelik olarak otoriter etkilesimsiz iletigimsel
yaklagimi kullanarak agiklamalarda bulunmustur. Video bittikten sonra tekrar bilimsel bakis acgisini kendisi
sunarak otoriter etkilesimsiz iletigimsel yaklagimi kullanarak dersini sonlandirmustir.

Ogretmen aday1 Yasin'in egitim sonras: dersinde kullandig iletisimsel
yaklasim

m Otoriter etkilesimsiz

23 . o
| Otoriter etkilesimli

Diyalojik etkilesimli
Diyalojik etkilesimsiz

Diger

36

Grafik 8. Ogretmen aday1 Yasin’in egitim sonrasi ders videosunun iletisimsel yaklasim acisindan analizinin
% grafigi

Grafik 8 incelendiginde, 6gretmen adayi egitim sonrasi dersinde otoriter etkilesimli (%5), otoriter etkilesimsiz
(%10), diyalojik etkilesimli (%36) ve diyalojik etkilesimsiz (%6) iletisimsel yaklasimi kullanmustir. Ogretmen
adayr Yasin egitimler sonrasinda, farkli fikirleri O6nemseyen, Ogrencilerin agiklama yapmasini isteyen,
aciklamalara gerekge isteyen, fikirleri tartistiran ve anlamaya galisan bir role sahip olmustur. Ogretmen aday:
Ogrencilere bakis agilarimi ifade etmeleri ve ders esnasinda ortaya ¢ikan konu ve diislinceler hakkinda yorum
yapmalar1 i¢in sans vermektedir. Ayrica Ogrencilerin diisiincelerinin dogru ya da yanlis olmasim
degerlendirmeden, biitlin diisiinceleri dikkate alip, diyalogun devam etmesine firsat vermistir.

Ogretmen aday1 Yasin’in egitim sonrasi dersinde kullandign iletisimsel yaklasima iliskin
goriisleri

Ogretmen aday1 Yasin’in egitim sonras1 dersine iliskin déniitleri su sekildedir:

“Son dersimi izledigimde sunlari fark ettim: Ogrenciyi sabwlica dinlemek, onlarin hatalari iizerinden
gitmek diyalojik etkilegimi artirir. Ornegin éretmen kafasindaki dogru cevabi almak icin etkilesime girerse
otoriter etkilesimi gerc¢eklestirir. Soru sorar ve kafasindaki dogru cevabi almak icin ugrasir. Bence
diyalojik etkilesimde dogruyu bulmak degil yanlisi aramak lazim. Ornegin 6grenci giines kare seklindedir
diyorsa onu kare olmadigima ikna etmemiz gerekir. Ayrica egitimlerdeki ¢ivi érneginde mesela. Civinin
paslanmasina yol acan etmenler nelerdir degil, onlarmm c¢ivilerin hangi ortamlarda paslanacagini
diisiindiikleri ortamlar iizerinden gidip onlarin diistindiiklerinin yanlis olduguna ikna edersek onlar
dogruya ulagirlar. Bence burada suna karar vermek lazim dogruyu mu buldurmaya c¢alisacagiz? Yoksa

422



Iletisimsel Yaklagimlarin Séylem Analizi. ..

yanlg bildikleri iizerinden mi gidicez? Bence yanlis tizerinden gidersek diyalojik etkilesim bagslar. Ben son
dersimde hatirlyyorsaniz her ikisi de kiire seklindedir cevabini aldim. Dogru da oydu. Ancak farkl diisiinen
var mi? diye sordugumda bir grup biz farkl diisiiniiyoruz dedi ve neden farkl diisiindiikleri sorup diger
gruplarla tartismalarini istedim. Aslinda dogru cevabi almistim ama baska bir gruptaki 6grenciler bunu
farkli diisiiniiyorlardi. Oncelikli amacim égrencilerin diiiincelerinin neden yanhs oldugunu onlara ikna
edebilmekti. Zaten ben de son dersimde bunlar: yapmaya ¢alistigim icin ¢ogunlukla diyalojik etkilesim
olusturabildigimi diisiiniiyorum. Ancak benim dersine girdigim sinif hem egitim oncesinde, hem de egitim
sonrasinda ¢ok giiriiltiilii bir sinifti. Dolayistyla zaman zaman siirekli birbirlerinin goriiglerine saygili
olmalart konusunda onlari uyarmak zorunda kaldim ve biraz zorlandim. Bir de ders boyunca bence sadece
diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklasimi degil tiim iletisimsel yaklasimlar: kullanabilmek lazim. Bazen
diyalojik etkilesimle toplanan fikirlerin otoriter yaklagimlarla da toparlanmasi gerekebiliyor. Bu da
fikirlerin havada kalmasint engelliyor. Bence bir ders diyalojik etkilesimli olarak baslayp devam etmeli
ama dersin sonunda otoriter yaklagimlar kullaniimali.”

Ogretmen aday1 Yasin’in dersine yonelik degerlendirmelerine bakildiginda, iletisimsel yaklasim agisindan
dersini ¢ogunlukla diyalojik etkilesimli bulduguna dikkat ¢ekmistir. Yapilan video analizi sonucunda (Grafik 8)
da dersinde siklikla diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklasim kullandign goriilmektedir. Ogretmen adaylarmin
derslerinde kullanmis olduklar1 otoriter ve diyalojik yaklasimlari kullanmalarindaki gerekgeler 6zetlenerek Tablo
5. de verilmistir.

Tablo 5. Ogretmen Adaylarina Gore Otoriter ve Diyalojik Yaklasimlari Kullanmalarindaki Gerekgeler

Ogretmen Otoriter yaklasimlarin Diyalojik etkilesimli iletigimsel
aday1 kullanilmasindaki gerekceler yaklasimin kullanilabilmesindeki
gerekgeler

- Kapali uglu sorular sorma. - Diyaloglar yoluyla 6grencilerin

Aylin - Dogru cevaba (bilgiye) diigiinceleri tizerinden derse devam
etme.
odaklanma.

- Sinif kontroliinii saglama.

- Ders planina tabii olma.

- Ogrencilerin diisiincelerini, - Oprencileri sabirla dinleme.
agnklamalanp tve - Dogru cevaba degil, yanlis cevaba
gerekgelendirmelerini istememe.

odaklanma.
Yasin - Dogru cevaba odaklanma. - Ogrencilerin yanlis bilgileri

- Agik uglu sorular sormama.

- Bilimsel bilgiyi 6greteme kaygisi.

iizerinden derste ilerleyerek dogru
bilgiye ulagma.

- Siuf kontroliinii saglama.

- Diyalojik yaklasimlari bilmeme.

Tartisma ve Sonug¢

Arastirmanin bulgular1 dogrultusunda, 6gretmen adaylarinin egitim programindan 6nce derslerinde siklikla
otoriter yaklasimlar kullandiklar: tespit edilmistir. Yani, 6gretmen adaylar1 derslerinde, zaman zaman bilimsel
bilgiyi 6grencilere kendileri sunarak (otoriter etkilesimsiz), zaman zaman da kafalarindaki dogru cevabi almaya
yonelik olarak 6grencilerle aralarinda kisa etkilesimler baglatmislardir (otoriter etkilesimli). Her ne kadar bazi
etkilesimlerde sorulara farkli 6grenciler yanit verse de, 6gretmen adaylarimin amacinin zihinlerindeki dogru cevabi
almak oldugu, bu cevabi aldiklarinda da etkilesimi bitirdikleri goriilmektedir. Pimentel ve McNeill (2010)
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calismalarinda, derslerin dgretmen hakimiyetinde ve iicli sdylem (soru-cevap-degerlendirme) seklinde gectigi
bulgusuna ulagmislardir. Bu dogrultuda oOgretmenlerin fen ogretimine iliskin igsel inang sistemlerinin
degisimlerinin saglanmasi1 gerektigine vurgu yapmislardir. Molinaria ve Mamelia (2010) bulgulari, diyalojik
sOylemden ziyade, daha cok Ogretmen anlatimiyla ve etkilesimi kontrol eden sdylem modellerinin sinif
alistirmalarinda egemen oldugunu gostermistir. Yine Lofgren, Schoultz, Hultman ve Bjorklund (2013) fen
derslerini iletisimsel yaklasim agisindan analiz etmigler ve anlatim bi¢imlerinde bilimsel tanimlarin hakim oldugu
bulgusuna ulasmislar, siniflarda diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklasimin arttirilmasi gerektigine vurgu
yapmiglardir.

Ogretmen adaylarmin egitim programindan sonra ise, derslerinde otoriter yaklagimlarin yaninda diyalojik
yaklasimlar1 da kullandiklari tespit edilmistir. Yani 6gretmen adaylari sinif ortaminda dgrencilerin fikirlerinin
aciga cikartilmasi, fikirlerinin gerekgelendirilmesi ve sorgulanmasi, alternatif cevaplar {iretilmesi, 6grencilerin
fikirleri test etmeleri ve On fikirleri ile karsilagtirmalarina olanak saglayan diyalojik etkilesimlere de derslerinde
yer verdikleri goriilmiistiir. Alan yazin incelendiginde, Kanadli (2012) ve Akis i (2012) bulgulari, aragtirmanin
bulgularini destekler niteliktedir.

Ayrica 6gretmen adaylarindan egitim Oncesi ve sonrasi derslerini izlemeleri ve kendilerine gore derslerinde
siklikla kullandiklar: iletisimsel yaklasimi ve bu iletisimsel yaklasimi kullanma gerekgelerini de yazmalar
istenmistir. Ogretmen adaylar1 derslerinde otoriter yaklasimlari kullanmalarma neden olan cesitli etmenler
{izerinde durmuslardir. Bu etmenlerden biri de sorulan sorularin 6zelligidir. Ogretmen adaylar1 derslerinde otoriter
etkilesime neden olan etmenlerden birinin, kapali u¢lu sorular sormalarina ve bu sorularin da tek dogru cevap
gerektirmesine baglamislardir. Alan yazin incelendiginde, Hardman ve Abd-Kadir (2010) gore, 6gretmenlerin ders
esnasinda genellikle kapali uglu sorular sormaya egilimli olduklari, bilginin agiklanmasi ve hatirlanmasindan pek
de Gteye gitmeyen, 6gretmen sorulartyla 6grencilerin bilgi ve kavramlari 6gretmenin liderligindeki sorgulamasi,
Ogretmen-6grenci etkilesiminin en yaygin bigimi oldugu belirtilmistir. Oliveira (2009) ¢alismasinda, 6gretmenlere
verilen iki haftalik egitim programinin ardindan, 6gretmenlerin iki kat daha fazla 6grencilerin diislincelerini agiga
¢ikarmaya calisan sorular sormaya bagladiklar1 goriilmiistiir. Bu baglamda sinif ortaminda sorulan soru tiplerinin
degistirilmesinin 6gretmenin kullandig iletisimsel yaklasimi degistirebilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Hackling, Simith
ve Murcia (2010) yaptiklart calismada, ders esnasinda ¢ok fazla acik uglu sorularin kullanilmasi, 6grenci
cevaplarinin daha az degerlendirilmesi diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagimin sinif ortaminda kullanilmasina
neden oldugu bulgusuna ulagsmiglardir.

Her iki 6gretmen aday1 da sinif kontroliinii saglayabilmek ve dogru cevaba odaklanmalarinin onlari otoriter
yaklagimlart kullanmaya ittigine deginmistir. Bir 6gretmen aday1 bilimsel bilgiyi 6gretememe kaygisinin otoriter
yaklagimlar1 kullanmaya ittigini belirtmistir. Dolayisiyla bilimsel bilgiyi ya konu anlatarak (otoriter-etkilesimsiz)
ya da zihinlerindeki dogru yanit1 almaya yonelik sorular sorarak (otoriter-etkilesimli) dgrencilere aktarmanin
dogru oldugunu diistinmiistiir.

Bir 6gretmen aday1 ders planina tabii olmanin onu otoriter yaklasimlar: kullanmaya ittigine deginmistir. Clinkii
diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagim 6gretmenin sordugu acgik u¢lu sorular dogrultusunda daha ¢ok 6grenci
fikirler iizerinde yiiriitiilmektedir. Siniftaki her bir 6grencinin konuyla ilgili 6n bilgileri, kavram yanilgilari,
arkadaglan ile celiskiye distiikleri fikirler vb. birbirinden farklidir ve 6gretmenin diyalojik etkilesimde temel
amaci, dgrencilerin diisiincelerini ya da fikirlerini agiga ¢ikartarak dgrencilerle birlikte dersi yapilandirmaktir. Bu
dogrultuda plani yetistirmenin zor olabilecegini diisiinmiis olup otoriter yaklasimlar1 kullandigini belirtmistir. Bir
o0gretmen aday1 da diyalojik yaklagimlar1 bilmedigi i¢in otoriter yaklasimlar1 kullandigina deginmistir.

Ogretmen adaylar1 egitim sonrasinda ise, diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklasimi derslerinde siklikla
kullandiklarin1 belirmislerdir ve diyalojik etkilesimleri kullanabilmelerindeki gerekgeleri belirtmislerdir. Bir
O0gretmen adayi, dersinde diyalojik etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklasimi kullanabilmesinde, 6grenci diisiinceleri
tizerinden diyaloglarla dersi yapilandirmalarina baglamistir. Kouffeta—Menicou ve Scaife (2000) goére, dersler
diyaloglar yoluyla yapilandirildigi zaman 6gretmenler ¢ok fazla acik uglu sorular sorarak 6grencilerin aktif
sorgulamasina olanak saglamaktadir. Yine Erdogan ve Campell (2008) gore, bu yaklasimla bir dizi 6grencinin
goriisii aliir ve Ogretmenler agiklama, detaylandirma veya alternatif fikirler aramak, diisiinme ve mantik
yiiriitmeyi saglamak i¢in sorgulamay1 kullanir. Bu yolla konusma kiimiilatif bir hal alir ve dgrencilerin kollektif
olarak fikirleri anlamlandirmalarina, fikirler arasindaki baglantilar1 belirlemelerine ve anlamlar1 agiklamalarina
destek olunur.
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Bir 6gretmen adayi, Ogrencilerin cevaplarinin detaylandirilmasinda &gretmenin 6grenciyi dinlemekteki
sabrmm ¢ok 6nemli olduguna dikkat ¢ekmistir. Alan-yazin incelendiginde, Akpmar ve Ergin (2005) simf
icerisinde 6grenciler soru sordugunda dgretmenin veya soru sordugu arkadasinin hemen cevap vermemesi ve
belirli bir siire beklemesi gerektigini belirtmektedirler. Bu sayede bekleme zamanina dikkat edildiginde, sinifin
¢ogunun derse katilmasi, soru sormast, birbirlerini dinlemesi zihinsel olarak aktif olmasi gibi olumlu davraniglarin
gelismesine katki saglanacaktir. Ayrica sinif iginde diisiindiiklerini ifade eden bir 6grencinin, 6gretmeni tarafindan
dikkatlice dinlenmesi ve sinif¢a sdylediklerine deger verilmesi, o 6grencinin kendine olan giivenini artiracagindan
bu tiir davraniglarin olduk¢a 6nemli oldugu vurgulanmigtir. Yine ayni 6gretmen adayi, diyalojik etkilesimi
dersinde siklikla kullanmasindaki gerekce olarak; 6grencilerin verdigi dogru cevaba degil, 6grencinin verdigi
yanlis cevaplara odaklanmasina ve dersini yanlig cevaplar iizerinden devam ettirip, dgrencileri dogru bilgiye
ulastirmasina baglamustir.

Arastirmadan elde edilen sonuglar dogrultusunda, arastirmacilara birtakim onerilerde bulunulmustur:

e (Calismadaki veri toplama araglarindan elde edilen veriler, ¢aligmanin kapsami dogrultusunda, ¢alismanin
amacina uygun olarak analiz edilmistir. SOylem analizi yoluyla, 6gretmen adaylarinin ve 6gretmenlerin siniflarda
sorduklar1 soru tipleri, bu sorular1 dgrencilerin anlama diizeyleri, 6gretmenlerin soruyu sorduktan sonra 6grenci
cevaplari agisindan olusturduklar1 bekleme zamanlari, 6gretmen ve dgrencilerin kavram yanilgilari gibi konulara
iligkin arastirmalar yapilabilir.

e Fen derslerinde 6gretmenlerin kullanmis olduklari iletisimsel yaklasimin 6grencilerin 6grenmeleri
iizerindeki etkisine 151k tutacak calismalar yapilabilir.

e Ogrencilerin, 6gretmenlerin simif ortanundaki kullanmis olduklari iletisimsel yaklasima iliskin goriislerinin
arastirildigl calismalar yapilabilir.

Tesekkiir ve Bilgilendirme

Bu aragtirma, Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii’nde Prof. Dr. Hiiseyin Bag danigmanliginda
tamamlanan doktora tez calismas1 kapsaminda yapilmistir. Ayni1 zamanda ilgili arastirma, Pamukkale Universitesi
Bilimsel Arastirma Projelerince (Proje No: 2013 EGBE 005) desteklenmistir.
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