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Abstract

Constructivist learning environments are those in which individuals absorb knowledge by conducting in-depth
research and analysis. In these environments, the individuals are aware of why and how to learn the information,
realize their mistakes by testing the knowledge they have learned before and reach new information by correcting
these mistakes. The purpose of this research is to determine the secondary school students’ levels of perception
about constructivist learning environments in terms of different variables (gender, access to a suitable place to
study, grade level, and mother and father educational attainment). The research was held in the central district of a
province in the Central Anatolia Region in the spring semester of the 2018-2019 academic year. The study group of
the research, selected on voluntary basis with simple random method, consists of 205 students; 100 male and 105
female, who continue their education in the 6, 7" and 8" grades of a secondary school affiliated to the Ministry of
National Education. The results of the research revealed that students have a moderate constructivist learning
environment perception. It was found that there was no statistically significant difference in their perceptions in
terms of gender and grade level.
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1. Introduction

Education theories strive to provide the best education in terms of their theories, foundations and principles of
implementation. The aim of various researches and applications is to increase the superior aspects of the theories
using the data obtained. Constructivism, which is one of the learning theories, is frequently mentioned in the
literature as an approach based on the nature of information and how the individuals know and configure
information. Constructivism is based on an anti-positivist structure and subjectivist paradigm. It has a long history
in terms of ontological and epistemological discussions (Ozden, 2003) and Socrates is considered the first major
constructivist. According to Socrates; teachers and learners reveal, interpret and create the information hidden in
their souls by talking to each other and asking questions to one another. Socrates taught the Pythagorean Theorem
by asking questions to a slave who had never been trained, revealing the secret information in the slave’s mind.
Socrates revealed the information existing in the mind of the individual with his questions and enabled the
individual to reach the answer (Cevizci, 2012; Sonmez, 2009).

Glasersfeld defines constructivism as “an information theory whose roots are in philosophy, psychology and
cybernetics” (Murphy, 1997) and qualifies Giambattista Vico, an 18th century philosophers, as one of the first
constructivists. Vico defines constructivism stating, “One who knows something can explain it.” (Ozden, 2003),
which means that knowing is the explanation of how the learner knows that information. The act of knowing does
not take place independent of the individual and can be achieved when it is explained. Kuhn, Wittgenstein and
Rorty, who are among the 20th century philosophers, advocate for the active participation of the individual in the
learning action. These philosophers have focused on the applicability of information rather than its accuracy and
stated that it is important for the individual to structure the information originally (Erdem, 2001).Piaget has
theorized constructivism in modern sense by laying its philosophical foundations with the concepts of schema
(structure), balancing, adaptation and organization. John Dewey, Bruner and Vygotsky are other important thinkers
of constructivism (Duffy & Cunningham, 1996; Arslan, 2007; Ergin, 2014). Constructivism, according to these
thinkers, is an approach in which learning occurs through individual or social activities by which the learners
interpret the subject to be learned (Kutluca, 2013; Bruning, Schraw, & Norby, 2011). In constructivism, which
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aims to direct the individuals to new expansions and researches regarding the information and its formation, the
individuals create new thoughts and opinions by blending the existing information with the information they
acquired in the past. Educationally, constructivism is a learning-centred educational approach ‘in which we learn
and internalize new information based on old knowledge structures or experiences’ (Crowther, 1997). Individuals
internalize the information according to themselves because real information is not certain and the measure of
reality is the individual itself (S6nmez, 2011).

Learning environments are the study areas that enable students to do research about the problems they face and
help them find meaningful solutions by providing the necessary resources for them. On the other hand,
constructivist learning environments are those in which learners improve their problem solving skills by
constructing knowledge and carry out meaningful activities. In constructivist learning environments, first a
well-prepared problem is identified so that learning can occur. Then, similar samples/case studies are presented to
the individual. Various conversations, chats and meetings are organized so that individuals can communicate with
each other (Wilson, 1996). During these conversations and meetings, the seating orders of the students are
designed in a different way according to the method and technique of the lesson by the common consent of the
teachers and learners. In order to increase the functionality of the teaching environment, back-to-back
arrangement, which is the traditional seating order, is not used. Seating orders such as semi-circle, group work or
“U” work are also included, which enables students to take more responsibility in the learning process. With such
seating orders, students establish face-to-face communication by implementing strategies such as cooperative
learning and problem-based learning, enabling a more effective learning environment (Odaci1 & Uludag, 2002;
Aykag, 2005; Siinbiil, 2007, Yazici, 2009). Constructivist learning environments aim to help learners achieve
scientific knowledge understanding and do not see the subject to be learned as a stack of information that must be
memorized (Uredi & Uredi, 2009). Learners do research, observation and investigation by interpreting the parts of
the overall, make inferences by associating the information they obtain with each other and absorb the information.
As aresult, they have the opportunity to actively develop their own scientific thinking skills (Simsek, 2007).

Today, the dominant sense of world is a postmodern one in which the subject/actor is unique, subjectivity is
credited and nothing is stable and predictable (Hok-chun, 2002, pp. 56-73). The Ministry of Education in Turkey
has started to renew the educational programs since 2005 so that they adapt to changes and modern educational
constructions. One of the main objectives of this renewal is to replace the traditional learning environments with
constructivist learning environments. In this context, the purpose of this research is to determine the perceptions of
secondary school students about constructivist learning environments in terms of different variables. In the
research, the answers to the following sub-problems were sought for this main purpose:

*  What is the perception level of secondary school students regarding constructivist learning environments?

*  What is the perception level of secondary school students on constructivist learning environments in terms of
gender?

*  What s the perception level of secondary school students on constructivist learning environments in terms of
whether they have access to a suitable place to study?

*  What s the perception level of secondary school students on constructivist learning environments in terms of
grade level?

*  What is the perception level of secondary school students on constructivist learning environments in terms of
mothers’ educational attainment level?

*  What s the perception level of secondary school students on constructivist learning environments in terms of
fathers’ educational attainment level?

2. Method

This research, whose purpose is to determine the perceptions of secondary school students about constructivist
learning environments in terms of different variables, was carried out through descriptive survey method.
Descriptive surveys are research methods that aim to describe a past or present situation as it is (Biiylikoztiirk,
Kilig-Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz, & Demirel, 2008).

2.1 Study Group

The research was conducted at a public secondary school in the centre of a province in the Central Anatolia Region
in the spring term of the 2018-2019 academic year. The study group consists of students who continue their
education in the 6th, 7th and 8th grades of the secondary school. The participation in the research was on voluntary
basis and the study group who were selected by simple random method covers a total of 205 students, including
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100 boys and 105 girls. Include in these subsections the information essential to comprehend and replicate the
study. Insufficient detail leaves the reader with questions; too much detail burdens the reader with irrelevant
information. Consider using appendices and/or a supplemental website for more detailed information.

2.2 Data Collection Tool

The data of the research were collected through “Personal Information Form” and “Constructivist Learning
Environment Scale”.

Personal Information Form: The Personal Information Form was prepared by the researchers. In the form, there are
variables such as the participants’ gender, whether they have access to a suitable place to study, the grade levels and
parents’ the educational attainment levels.

Constructivist Learning Environment Scale: Constructivist Learning Environment Survey (CLES) was developed
by Taylor, Fraser, and Fisher (1997), adapted into Turkish by Kiigiikdzer, Kirtak-Ad, Ayverdi, and Egdir (2012)
and translated into English by 3 different English language experts. Then, the translated versions of the scale were
combined within a single form through the panel translation method. In addition, the scale was translated from
English to Turkish using the double translation method by 2 English language experts. The scale was evaluated in
terms of content validity by 4 field experts and the required corrections were made according to the results of the
evaluation. In order to ensure the language equivalence of the scale, the original English form of the scale and its
Turkish translation were applied to 36 students studying at the Department of English Language Teaching at the
Faculty of Necatibey Education at Balikesir University at 4-week interval.

Using the data obtained, the Pearson moments multiplication correlation coefficient was examined. The
relationship between the total scores of the answers given in Turkish and English forms was found to be 0.728.
Since the result showed that the scale’s consistency for the application is high, the scale was ready for pilot
application. Exploratory factor analysis (AFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (DFA) were performed to
determine the construct validity of CLES. In this study, AFA was used to reveal the structure of CLES on Turkish
students/the study group/the participants while DFA was used to examine whether the factor structure of the form
was confirmed on Turkish students/the study group/the participants (Kii¢iikozer, Kirtak-Ad, Ayverdi, & Egdir,
2012). Cronbach Alpha coefficient value obtained in this research was calculated as 87.

2.3 Data Analysis

In this research, independent samples t-test was conducted to determine whether the scores of the study group
obtained from the scale differed in terms of gender and students’ access to a suitable place to study. On the other
hand, whether the scores of the study group obtained from the scale differed in terms of grade level and parents’
educational attainment levels was examined through one-factor ANOVA analysis for unrelated samples. The
statistical analysis of the data obtained from the research was made using the IBM SPSS 24.0 program and the
level of significance was accepted as [p = <. 05] in the research. The calculation of the arithmetic mean scores of
the responds given by secondary school students to the items in the constructivist learning environment scale was
based on the following intervals: Almost never (1.00 <<1.80), Rarely (1.81 <<2.60), Sometimes (2.61 <<3.40),
Often (3.41 <<4.20), Almost always (4.21 <<5.00).

2.3.1 Sample Size, Power, and Precision

Along with the description of subjects, give the mended size of the sample and number of individuals meant to be
in each condition if separate conditions were used. State whether the achieved sample differed in known ways from
the target population. Conclusions and interpretations should not go beyond what the sample would warrant.

2.3.2 Measures and Covariates

Include in the Method section information that provides definitions of all primary and secondary outcome
measures and covariates, including measures collected but not included in this report. Describe the methods used
to collect data (e.g., written questionnaires, interviews, observations) as well as methods used to enhance the
quality of the measurements (e.g., the training and reliability of assessors or the use of multiple observations).
Provide information on instruments used, including their psychometric and biometric properties and evidence of
cultural validity.

2.3.3 Research Design

Specify the research design in the Method section. Were subjects placed into conditions that were manipulated, or
were they observed naturalistically? If multiple conditions were created, how were participants assigned to
conditions, through random assignment or some other selection mechanism? Was the study conducted as a
between-subjects or a within-subject design?
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2.3.4 Experimental Manipulations or Interventions

If interventions or experimental manipulations were used in the study, describe their specific content. Include the
details of the interventions or manipulations intended for each study condition, including control groups (if any),
and describe how and when interventions (experimental manipulations) were actually administered.

The text size of formula should be similar with normal text size. The formula should be placed in the middle and
serial number on the right. For example:

a+b’=¢ (1)
3. Results

3.1 Findings Regarding Secondary School Students’ Perceptions about Constructivist Learning Environments

Table 1. Descriptive data on the constructivist learning environment scale sub-dimensions

Factor X Ss
Learning the world 323 449
Learning science 343 4.67
Learning to express thoughts 294 4.00
Learning to learn 2.70  6.42
Learning to communicate 338 498
Total 313 16.84

In Table 1, considering the arithmetic mean scores of the responds given by secondary school students to the
“Constructivist Learning Environment Scale” in terms of the sub-dimensions of the scale, it is revealed that
students learn science, communication, the world, expressing their thoughts and learning in sequence. Based on
the data, it can be stated that students predominantly learn science, communication, the world and expressing
thoughts in constructivist learning environments while they learn to express thoughts and learn to learn at a lower
rate.

3.2 Findings Related to the Gender

The research aims to determine secondary school students’ level of perception about constructivist learning
environments in terms of gender. Accordingly, a t-test was used for independent groups to determine whether the
participants’ mean scores for the constructivist learning environment scale differed in terms of their genders and
the results are given in Table 2.

Table 2. T-Test results and the secondary school students’ mean scores for constructivist learning environment
scale in terms of gender

Factors Gender n X Ss t P

. Female 116 16.02 4.71
Learning the world 398 691
Male 89 1627 421

. . Female 116 17.21 4.76
Learning science 194 846
Male 89 17.08 4.57

. Female 116 11.69 4.13
Learning to express thoughts 271 787
Male 89 11.84 385

. Female 116 16.09 6.98
Learning to learn 280 773
Male 89 1635 5.65

. . Female 116 1748 4.84
Learning to communicate 1.868 .063
Male 89 16.18 5.09

Female 116 7848 18.11
Total 321 748
Male 89 7772 15.12

When Table 2 is analysed, it is seen that there is no statistically significant difference between the genders of the
secondary school students and their means scores from constructivist learning environment scale not only in the
overall scale (t (203) =.321; p>.05) but also in learning the world (t (203) =.398; p>. 05), learning science (t (203)
=.194; p> .05), learning to express thoughts (t (203) = .271; p> .05), learning to learn (t (203) = .289; p>.05) and
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learning to communicate (t (203) = 1.868; p> .05) factors of the scale.
3.3 Findings Related to Students’ Access to a Suitable Place to Study

Another research question examined by the study is “What is the secondary school students’ level of perception
about constructivist learning environments in terms of access to a suitable place to study?” For this purpose, a t-test
was used for independent groups to determine whether there is a difference between secondary school students’
mean scores taken from the constructivist learning environment scale and access to a suitable place to study. The
results of the analysis are given in Table 3.

Table 3. T-Test results and the secondary school students’ mean scores for constructivist learning environment
scale in terms of access to a suitable place to study

Factors A Place to Study n X Ss t p
. Yes 176 16.23 4.55
Learning the world 788 431
No 29 15.52 4.13
. . Yes 176 17.38 4.73
Learning science 1.742 .083
No 29 15.76 4.12
. Yes 176 11.85 3.97
Learning to express thoughts 197 426
No 29 11.21 4.19
. Yes 176 16.31 6.37
Learning to learn 617 .538
No 29 15.52 6.78
. . Yes 176 17.09 4.99
Learning to communicate 1.233 219
No 29 15.86 4.88
Yes 176 78.86 16.85
Total 1.485 139
No 29 73.86 16.43

The data in Table 3 reveal that there is no statistically significant difference between the variable whether students
have access to a suitable place to study and their means scores from constructivist learning environment scale in
the overall scale (t (203) =.1485; p> .05) and in the factors of the scale such as learning the world (t (203) = .788;
p>. 05), learning science (t (203) =.1742; p> .05), learning to express thoughts (t (203) =.797; p> .05), learning to
learn (t (203) = .617; p> .05) and learning to communicate (t (203) = 1.233; p> .05).

3.4 Findings Related to Grade Level

The research also investigates secondary school students’ level of perception about constructivist learning
environments in terms of grade level. In this sense, One-Way Anova test was used to reveal whether there is a
difference between the grade levels of the secondary school students and their mean scores from the constructivist
learning environment score. The results of the One-Way Anova are given in Table 4.

Table 4. Secondary school students’ mean scores for constructivist learning environment scale in terms of grade
level and one-way Anova test results

a
w0
=)
3
g .
El Grade n X Ss VK KT sd KO F P &
= @)
—
o
3
3
Q
w2
2 6™ Grade 138 16.02 4.50 Inter-groups 13.484 2 6.742
@ 2 7" Grade 38 16.03 4.39 Within Groups 4099.219 202 20.293
E § 332 718
S 8" Grade 29 16.76 4.68 Total 4112.702 204
- Total 205 1613 449
" % 6" Grade 138 16.66 4.74 Inter-groups 205.522 2 102.761 4892 008+ 6-8
= 5 . .
@ 7" Grade 38 17.08 4.68 Within Groups 4242.790 202 21.004 7-8
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8" Grade 29 19.59 3.58 Total 4448.312 204
Total 205 17.15 4.67
e 6" Grade 138 11.33 3.81 Inter-groups 104.416 2 52.208
%D 6 = 7" Grade 38 12.05 438 Within Groups 3159.389 202 15.641
E & T 3.338 .037* 6-8
8 [ £ 8" Grade 29 13.38 4.07 Total 3263.805 204
- Total 205 1176 4.00
e 6" Grade 138 15.75 6.40 Inter-groups 129.986 2 64.993
_%D g 7" Grade 38 17.84 6.90 Within Groups 8278.814 202 40.984
g 3 o 1.586 207
g = _ 8" Grade 29 16.17 5.71 Total 8408.800 204
- Total 205 1620 642
e 2 6" Grade 138 16.59 491 Inter-groups 115.008 2 57.504
Q
=l 'E _ 7" Grade 38 16.71 5.00 Within Groups 4944.583 202 24.478 2349 098
§ E 8"Grade 29 1876 508 Total 5059.590 204 ' '
= 3 Total 205 1692 498
6™ Grade 138 76.36 17.07 Inter-groups 1764.343 2 882.172
= 7" Grade 38 79.71 16.46 Within Groups 56079.969 202 277.624
o o 3.178 .044* 6-8
= 8" Grade 29 84.65 14.79 Total 57844.312 204
Total 205 78.15 16.84
*p<.05

According to the data in Table 4, it can be stated that there is a statistically significant difference between the
secondary school students’ grade levels and their mean scores for the constructivist learning environment in the
overall scale (F (2-202) = 3.178, p<.05), learning science factor (F (2-202) = 4.892, p<.05) and learning to express
thoughts factor (F (2-202) = 3.338, p<.05). Considering the results of multiple comparison test for the overall
scale, the difference is found in favour of the students at the 8" grade when compared to those at the 6™ grade. As
for the learning science dimension, it is seen that the difference is in favour of the students at the 8™ grade in
comparison with the ones studying at the 6™ and 7™ grades. In terms of learning to express thoughts factor, the data
shows that there is a significant difference between the 6™ grade and 8" grade students, and the difference is in
favour of the secondary school students studying at the 8" grade. On the other hand, no statistically significant
difference is found in the factors of learning the world (F (2-202) =. 332, p>.05), learning to learn (F (2-202) =
1.586, p> .05) and learning to communicate (F (2-202) = 2.349, p>.05).

3.5 Findings Related to the Mother's Educational Attainment Level

The research also seeks for an answer to the research question “What is the perception level of secondary school
students on constructivist learning environments in terms of mothers’ educational attainment level?” For this
purpose, One-Way Anova test was conducted to find out whether there is a difference between the educational
attainment levels of the secondary school students’ mothers and the students’ mean scores from the constructivist
learning environment scale. The results of the analysis are given in Table 5.

Table 5. Secondary school students’ mean scores for constructivist learning environment scale in terms of mother’s
educational attainment level and one-way Anova test results

TVS o
$3 5
=Y f=

. £ ] 2

= =1

5 2 5 n X Ss VK KT sd KO F p 22

= » £ s 2
2 s g
E 5

Primary 37 14.92 5.31 Inter-groups 200.602 4 50.150 5,

o > =

= Within Z 7

S Secondary 43 1553 478 3912.100 200 19.561 z s

° Groups E g

= Lycee 52 1600 438 Total 4112702 204 2564 040% 2 T

£ University 63 1751 376 g g

3 Other 10 1510 3.00 E 3

wn
Total 205 1613 449
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Primary 37 16.00 4.67 Inter-groups 237.797 4 59.449
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—01 Groups
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g University 63 16.44 6.77
3 Primary 10 16.40 4.79
Total 205 16.20 6.42
Primary 37 17.08 4.85 Inter-groups 209.600 4 52.400
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E Lycee 52 16.21 4.54 Total 5059.590 204
£ University 63 1830  4.68
8 Primary 10 15.50 5.95 2.161 075
Q
on
g
g
3 Total 205 16.92 4.98
Primary 37 76.24 18.21  Inter-groups 3073.286 4 768.321 =
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(=]
§ Lycee 52 78.33 15.98 Total 57844312 204 2.806 027* 2 2
University 63 8327  15.01 g 2
Primary 10 7350 13.40 £ §
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When Table 5 is examined, it is seen that there is no statistically significant difference between the students’ mean
scores of the constructivist learning environment scale in terms of their mothers’ educational attainment levels in
the factors of learning the world (F (4-200) =. 332, p> .05), learning to learn (F (4-200) = 1.586, p> .05) and
learning to communicate (F (4-200) = 2.349, p> .05). Howeyver, a statistically significant difference is found in the
overall scale (F (4-200) =3.178, p <.05) and the factors of learning science (F (4-200) =4.892, p <.05) and learning
to express thoughts (F (4-200) = 3.338, p <.05) between the students’ mean scores of the constructivist learning
environment scale in terms of the mothers’ educational attainment level. It is revealed that there is a statistically
significant difference between the “Constructivist Learning Environment Scale” between the secondary school
students studying in the 6th grade and the secondary school students studying in the 8th grade in favour of the
secondary school students studying in the 8th grade. According to the results of multiple comparison test, a result
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was obtained in favour of secondary school students studying in the 8th grade between the secondary school
students studying in the 6th grade and 7th grade in the science learning dimension. In terms of learning to express
thoughts, a result has been reached in favour of secondary school students studying in the 8th grade between
secondary school students studying in the 6th grade and secondary school students studying in the 8th grade.

3.6 Findings Related to the Father's Educational Attainment Level

The last research question of this research is “What is the perception level of secondary school students on
constructivist learning environments in terms of fathers’ educational attainment level?” In line with this research
question, One-Way Anova test was conducted to determine if there is a difference between the educational
attainment levels of the secondary school students’ fathers and the students’ mean scores from the constructivist
learning environment scale. The results of the analysis are given in Table 6.

Table 6. Secondary school students’ mean scores for constructivist learning environment scale in terms of father’s
educational attainment level and one-way Anova test results

2
£ 2
& 3
53 =
g S £ e 5
2 = 2 n X Ss VK KT sd KO F P b=t
= T 8 a
2 s =
5 < 8
g
Q
wn
Primary 23 16.00 5.25 Inter-groups 55.131 4 13.783
o
s
=
£ Withi
- 1thin
@ Secondary 27 1496 541 4057571 200 20288 679 607
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§ Lycee 65 16.52 4.58 Total 4112.702 204
University 84 16.30 3.98
Primary 6 15.17 2.64
Total 205 16.13 4.49
Primary 23 16.13 4.17 Inter-groups 232.986 4 58.247 .
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= Secondary 27 15.26 4.88 4215326 200 21.077 o g
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2 Lycee 65 17.49 4.66 Total 4448 312 204 2764 029 g’ 3
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wn
Total 205 17.15 4.67
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H = Groups
2 z Lycee 65 11.12 430 Total 3263.805 204 1.602 175
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8 Secondary 27 17.26 6.56 8318.699 200 41593
>—o1 Groups
‘én Lycee 65 15.37 6.58 Total 8408.800 204 542 705
g University 84 16.26 6.67
3 Primary 6 17.17 445
Total 205 16.20 6.42
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% Primary 23 16.74 4.84 Inter-groups 147.518 4 36.880
‘g
=
g
g
o
L; Within 1.502 203
= Secondary 27 16.63 5.25 4912.072 200 24.560
en Groups
§ Lycee 65 16.37 4.70 Total 5059.590 204
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= University 84 17.73 4.93
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Total 205 16.92 4.98
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University 84 80.43 15.98
Primary 6 74.50 15.41
Total 205 78.15 16.84

When Table 6 is examined, between the father’s education levels of the secondary school students and the level of
asking for help in the learning process, the overall scale (F (4-238) = .522, p> .05) and the avoidance of asking for
help, which forms the sub-dimensions of the scale (F (4-238) = .437, p> .05), asking for help (F (4-238) = .1330,
p> .05) and asking for superficial help (F (4-238) = .523, p> .05). It was observed that there was no significant
difference in terms of. This finding can be interpreted as the effect of father’s education levels on secondary school
students’ levels of seeking help in the learning process.

4. Discussion

Considering the responds of the secondary school students to the constructivist learning environment scale and the
personal information form, it is concluded that secondary school students have a moderate level of constructivist
learning environment perception. In this context, it can be stated that constructivist learning environments cannot
be created in the classroom at the desired level. This result is similar to the findings of the research carried out by
Bas (2012). However, the results of this study contradicts with the results of the studies conducted by Pinar-Bal
and Doganay (2009), Belge-Can (2012), Mengi and Schreglman (2013) which indicate that students have a high
level of constructivist learning environment perception. These findings are considered important in that they show
that teachers are effective in creating constructivist learning environments and that they do not have sufficient
knowledge and skills about constructivist learning environments. Because, teachers have important roles in the
transition from traditional teaching methods to constructivist teaching environments, the most important of which
is the creation of constructivist learning environments (Akar & Yildirim, 2004; Yalin-Ugar, 2008). While some
teachers have a positive attitude towards constructivist approach (Cinar, Teyfur, & Teyfur, 2006; Evrekli, Inel,
Balim, & Kesercioglu, 2009; January, 2012), some others (Gomleksiz & Bulut, 2007; Yapici & Leblebicier, 2007;
Karadag, Deniz, Korkmaz, & Deniz, 2008; Acat & Uzunkol, 2010; Eren, 2010; Unsal, 2013) remain undecided
about the implementation of the constructivist approach. In the constructivist learning environments, the social
interaction of teachers with students is very important and teachers play an important role in ensuring this
interaction. Teachers guide students in organizing the learning environment, selecting appropriate problems to
different solutions and communicating these problems to students. They ask questions, presents new information
and creates contradictions so that students can form the concepts. They also help students find new learning areas
by enabling them to face alternative situations and encourage them to do research. In addition, they enable students
to take more responsibility and be effective in the classroom (Brooks & Brooks, 1993; Simsek, 2004; Hayes, 2005;
Sentiirk, 2010). However, in the light of the findings of this study, it can be claimed that teachers continue
education and training with a traditional approach.

The science learning dimension, which is one of the sub-dimensions of the scale applied in the research, is the
dimension with the highest mean score. Unlike traditional methods, the constructivist approach has attracted
attention with its emphasis on the subjectivity of information (Demirkaya & Tokcan, 2012). Scientific thinking,
which has an important place in today’s education system, refers to the individuals’ creating hypotheses for the
problems they encounter and collecting the information about these hypotheses and putting their minds in a
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planned effort to obtain objectively reasonable results (Dokme, 2005). In constructivist learning environments,
students should be taught the process of obtaining information, establishing a connection between the information
and interpreting this connection rather than transferring the information to individuals.

Learning to express thoughts and learning to learn subscales are the ones with the lowest mean scores. This finding
coincides with the results of the studies by Arisoy (2007), Ozkal, Tekkaya, and Cakiroglu (2009) and Atila, Yasar,
Yildirim, and Sézbilir (2015). The main objective for teaching the lessons given in the education process in the
school and in the classroom is to develop the thinking power of individuals (Arslan & Tertemiz, 2004). In
constructivist learning environments, students should be able to capture different perspectives and view the world
differently. Instead of transferring theoretical information to students, more scientific research should be included
in the education process. Students’ problem solving skills should be improved and students should be able to
express their findings. The frequent renewal of the curriculum, intense curriculum, crowded classroom sizes, lack
of awareness of learning to learn, teachers’ entering courses in different classes, and the differences in regional,
economic and cultural structure can be counted as the reasons for these sub-dimensions to have low mean scores.

The results of the research show that there is no statistically significant difference between gender and the
constructivist learning environment mean scores in the overall scale and the factors of learning the world, learning
science, learning to express thoughts, learning to learn and learning to communicate. This finding is in line with the
results of the studies by Yilmaz (2006), Demirtas, Oguz, Uredi, and Akbash (2015) and Aygoren and Saracaloglu
(2015). In this sense, it can be stated that there is no relationship between the constructivist learning environment
and gender. Similarly, no statistically significant difference is found between students’ constructivist learning
environment mean scores and their access to a suitable place to study in terms of the overall scale and all the
factors of the study, which may be associated with the opinion that students study in similar places.

It is revealed in the research that there is a statistically significant difference between secondary school students’
mean scores about constructivist learning environment and their grade levels in the overall scale, learning science
factor and expressing thoughts factor, which is in favour of the students at the 8" grade. It can be stated that the
difference in favour of the students at the 8" grade results from their preparation for lycee at this grade and their
readiness to do further research, questioning and investigating. On the other hand, it is determined that there is no
significant difference in the sub-dimensions of learning the world, learning to learn and learning to communicate.

No statistically significant difference is found between secondary school students’ mean scores about
constructivist learning environment and their parents’ educational attainment levels both in the overall scale and all
the factors of the scale. In this context, it can be interpreted that there is no relationship between the constructivist
learning environment and the educational attainment levels of both parents. In the light of the evaluations, it can be
recommended that the number of activities based on constructivist approach should be increased so that the quality
of constructivist learning environments can be improved. Also; a similar study may be carried out in different
regions, provinces or districts to compare the results

References

Acat, B. M., & Uzunkol, E. (2010). Sinif Ogretmenlerinin {lkégretim Programlarindaki Degerlendirme Siirecine
Iliskin Gériisleri. Elektronik Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 9(31), 1-27.

Akar, H., & Yildirim, A. (2004). Yapilandirmact Ogretim Etkinliklerinin Sumif Yonetimi Dersinde Kullanilmasi:
Bir Eylem Arastirmasi. Retrieved from http://www.erg.sabanciuniv.edu/iok2004/

Arisoy, N. (2007). Examining 8th Grade Students’ Perception of Learning Environment ofScience Classrooms in
Relation to Motivational Beliefs and Attitudes. Yiiksek Lisans Tezi. Ankara. Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi.

Arslan, M. (2007). Egitimde Yapilandirmac1 Yaklasimlar. Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi Dergisi,
40(1), 41-61. https://doi.org/10.1501/Egifak 0000000145

Atila, M. E., Yasar, D. M., Yildirnm, M., & Sézbilir, M. (2015). 6, 7 ve 8. Smif Ogrencilerinin Fen Derslerini
Yapilandirmact Ogrenme Anlayist Agisindan Algilamalar. Milli Egitim, 205, 112-123.

Aygoren, F. & Saracaloglu, A. S. (2015). Siif Ogretmenlerinin Yapilandirmaci Ogrenme Ortamlarma Iliskin
Goriisleri (Cine Ilgesi Ornegi). Mehmet Akif Ersoy Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 34, 194-223.

Aykag, N. (2005). Ogretme ve Ogrenme Siirecinde Aktif Ogretim Yontemleri. Ankara: Naturel Yayinlar1.

Bas, G. (2012). Ilkégretim Ogrencilerinin Yapilandirmaci Ogrenme Ortamma Iliskin Algilarinin  Farkli
Degiskenler Acisindan Degerlendirilmesi. Egitim ve Ogretim Arastirmalart Dergisi Journal of Research in
Education and Teaching, 1(4), 203-214.

Belge-Can, H. (2012). llkégretim Ogrencilerinin Ogrenme Ortamlart Ile Ilgili Algilarimin Degerlendirilmesi. X.

25



ies.ccsenet.org International Education Studies Vol. 13, No. 8; 2020

Ulusal Fen Bilimleri ve Matematik Egitimi Kongresi, Nevsehir.

Brooks, J. G., & Brooks, M. G. (1993). In Search of Understanding: The Case for Constructivist Classroom.
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.

Bruning, H., Schraw, G. ., & Norby, M. M. (2011). Cognitive Psychology And Instruction. Boston, MA: Allyn
and Bacon.

Biiyiikoztiirk, S., Kilig-Cakmak, E., Akgiin, O. E., Karadeniz, S., & Demirel, F. (2008). Bilimsel Arastirma
Yontemleri. Ankara: Pegem Yayincilik.

Cevizci, A. (2012). Egitim Felsefesi (2. baski). Istanbul: Say Yaymlari.

Crowther, D. T. (1997). Constructivism. FElectronic Journal of Science Education. Retrieved from
http://www.unr.edu/homepage/jcannon/ejse/ ejsev2en2ed.html

Cavus, R., & Yilmaz, M. M. (2014). Ortaokul Ogrencilerinin Fen ve Teknoloji Dersindeki Yapilandirmaci

Ogrenme Ortamma Iliskin Goriislerinin Farkli Degiskenlere Gore Incelenmesi. Fen Egitimi ve
Arastirmalart Dernegi Fen Bilimleri Ogretimi Dergisi, 2(2), 110-128.

Cmar, O., Teyfur, E., & Teyfur, M. (2006). ilkégretim Okulu Ogretmen ve Yéneticilerinin Yapilandirmaci Egitim
Yaklasim ve Programi Hakkindaki Goriisleri. Inénii Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 7(11), 47-64.
Demirkaya, H. & Tokcan, H. (2012). Sosyal Bilgilerde Strateji, Yaklagim, Yontem ve Teknikler. In M. Safran

(Ed.), Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretimi (pp. 435-471). Ankara: Pegem Akademi.

Demirtas, B., Oguz, Y, Uredi, L., & Akbasly, S. (2015). Yapilandirmaci Ogrenme Ortamlar1 Degerlendirmesi.
Bartin Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi. Bartin Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi XIV. Uluslararasi
Katilimli Sinif Ogretmenligi Egitimi Sempozyumu (21-23 Mayis 2015) Ozel Sayisi (pp. 235-245).
https://doi.org/10.14686/BUEFAD.2015USOSOzelsayil3213

Dokme, G. (2005). Milli Egitim Bakanligi 6. Smif Fen Bilgisi Ders Kitabinin Bilimsel Siire¢ Becerileri
Yoniinden Degerlendirilmesi. [/kogretim Online, 4(1), 7-17.

Duffy, T. M. & Cunningham, D. J. (1996). Constructivism: Implications for the Design and Delivery of
Instruction. In D. H. Jonassen (Ed.), Handbook of Research for Educational Communications and
Technology (pp. 170-198). New York: Simon and Schuster MacMillan.

Erdem, E. (2001). Program Gelistirmede Yapuandirmacilik Yaklagimi. Yiiksek Lisans Tezi. Ankara: Hacettepe
Universitesi.
Eren, A. (2010). Consonance and Dissonance Between Turkish Prospective Teachers” Values and Practices:

Conceptions About Teaching, Learning, and Assessment. Australian Journal of Teacher Education, 35(3),
26-48. https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2010v35n3.3

Ergin, T. (2014). Biligsel Gelisim. In H. Ergin, & S. A. Yildiz (Eds.), Gelisim Psikolojisi (pp. 103-142). Ankara:
Nobel Yayin Dagitim.

Evrekli, E., Inel, D., Balim, A. G., & Kesercioglu, T. (2009). Fen Ogretmen Adaylarina Yonelik Yapilandirmaci
Yaklagim Tutum Olgegi: Gegerlik ve Giivenirlik Calismasi. Tiirk Fen Egitimi Dergisi, 6(2), 134-148.

Gomleksiz, M. N., & Bulut, 1. (2007). Yeni Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programinin Uygulamadaki Etkililiginin
Degerlendirilmesi. Kuram ve Uygulamada Egitim Bilimleri, 7(1), 41-94.

Hayes, D. (2005). Primary education: The key concepts. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203001523

Hok-chun, D. K. (2002). Quality Education Through A Post-modern Curriculum. Hong Kong Teachers’ Centre
Journal, 1(Spring), 56-73.

Karadag, E., Deniz, S., Korkmaz, T., & Deniz, G. (2008). Yapilandirmaci C)grenme Yaklagimi: Simif
Ogretmenleri Gériisleri Kapsaminda Bir Arastirma. Uludag Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, XXI(2),
383-402.

Korkmaz, 1. (2008). Evaluation of teachers for restructured elementary curriculum. Education, 129(2), 250-258.

Kutluca, T. (2013). Yapilandirmact Ogrenme-Ogretme Yaklasimi. In G. Ekici, & M. Giiven (Eds.), Yeni
Ogrenme-Ogretme Yaklasimlart Ve Uygulama Ornekleri (pp. 619-653). Ankara: Pegem Akademi.
https://doi.org/10.14527/9786053646402.17

Kiigiikozer, H., Kirtak-Ad, V. N., Ayverdi, L., & Egdir, S. (2012). Turkish adaptation of constructivist learning
environment survey. Elementary Education Online, 11(3).

26



ies.ccsenet.org International Education Studies Vol. 13, No. 8; 2020

Mengi, F., & Schreglman, S. (2013). Yapilandirmact Smif Ogrenme Ortamu Algisi. Giimiishane Universitesi
Sosyal Bilimleri Elektronik Dergisi, 4(7), 160-174.

Murphy, E. (1997).  Constructivism:  From  Philosophy  to  Practice.  Retrieved  from
http://www.cdli.ca/~elmurphy/emurphy/cle.html

Ocak, G. (2012). Ogretmenlerin Yapilandirmaci Ogrenme Ortamn Kurma Basarilarinin Ogretmen ve Ogretmen
Adaylarinca Degerlendirilmesi. Egitim ve Bilim, 37(166), 25-40.

Odaci, H., & Uludag, Z. (2002). Egitim Ogretim Faaliyetlerinde Fiziksel Mekdn. Retrieved from
http://dhgm.meb.gov.tr/yayimlar/dergiler/milli_egitim_dergisi/153-154/uludag.htm

Ozden, Y. (2003). Ogrenme ve Ogretme. Ankara: Pegem A Yayincilik.

Ozkal, K., Tekkaya, C., & Cakiroglu, J. (2009). Sekizinci Smif Ogrencilerinin Yapilandirict Fen Ogrenme
Ortam1 Hakkindaki Algilarinin Incelenmesi. Egitim ve Bilim, 34(153), 38-46.

Pmar-Bal, A., & Doganay, A. (2009). ilkogretim Besinci Simf Ogrencilerinin Matematik Dersinde
Yapilandirmaci Ogrenme Ortamina Bakis Acilart. Cukurova Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi,
18(2), 156-171.

Sonmez, V. (2011). Egitim Felsefesi. Ankara: An1 Yaymecilik.

Siinbiil, A. M. (2007). Ogretim Ilke ve Yontemleri. Konya: Cizgi.

Sentiirk, C. (2009). Egitimde Yeniden Yapilanma ve Yapilandirmacilik. Egitisim Dergisi, 23.

Simsek, N. (2004). Yapilandirmac1 Ogrenme Ve Ogretime Elestirel Bir Yaklasim. Egitim Bilimleri ve Uygulama,
3(5), 115- 139.

Simsek, N. (2007). Ogrenmeyi Ogrenmede Alternatif Yaklasimlar. Ankara: Asil Yayinlari.

Taylor, P. C., Fraser, B. J., & Fisher, D. L. (1997). Monitoring constructivist classroom learning environments.

International Journal of educational research, 27(4), 293-302.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-0355(97)90011-2

Unal, G., & Akpmar E. (2006). To What Extent Science Teachers Are Constructivist in Their Classrooms.
Journal of Baltic Science Education, 2(10), 40-50.

Unsal, H. (2013). Yeni Ogretim Programlarmin Uygulanmasina iliskin Smif Ogretmenlerinin Gériisleri.
[lkégretim Online, 12(3), 635-658.

Uredi, 1., & Uredi, L. (2009). Yapilandirmact Ogrenme Ortami Uzerinde Etkili Olabilecek Bir Degisken:
Ogretim Stili Tercihi. E-Journal of New World Sciences Academy, 4(4), 1171-1185.

Wilson, B. G. (1996). What is Constructivist Learning Environment? In B. G. Wilson (Ed.), Constructivist
Learning Environments. New Jersey: Educational Technology Publications.

Yalin-Ugar, M. (2008). The Ideas of The Teachers and Administrators in the First Level of Primary School
Education About Constructive Learning Approach. World Applied Sciences Journal, 4(12), 81-85.

Yapici, M., & Leblebicier, N. H. (2007). Ogretmenlerin Yeni [Ikdgretim Programina Iliskin Gériisleri. [ikdgretim
Online, 6(3), 480-490.

Yasar, S., Giiltekin, M., Tiirkkan, B., Yildiz, N., & Girmen, P. (2005). Yeni Ilkogretim Programlarinin
Uygulanmasmna Iliskin Sinif Ogretmenlerinin Hazirbulunusluk Diizeylerinin ve Egitim Gereksinimlerinin
Belirlenmesi (Eskisehir 1li Ornegi). Egitimde Yansimalar: VIII Yeni Ilkdgretim Programlarimi
Degerlendirme Sempozyumu (pp. 51-63). 14-16 Kasim Erciyes Universitesi, Sabanci Kiiltiir Sitesi,
Kayseri.

Yazici, K. (2009). Yeni Zelanda Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretim Programi ve Bu Programin Tiirkiye’deki Sosyal Bilgiler
Ogretim Programi Ile Karsilastirilmasi. Selcuk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi, 22, 423-435.

Yetisir, M., Diindar, H., & Kayhan, C. (2006). [lkégretim Fen Ve Teknoloji Dersi 4-5. Sumf Programlarinin
Degerlendirilmesi. Ulusal Smmf Ogretmenligi Sempozyumu: Bildiriler Kitabi Cilt I. Ankara: Kok
Yayincilik.

Yilmaz, B. (2006). Besinci Simif Ogretmenlerinin Fen ve Teknoloji Dersinde Yapilandirmact Ogrenme Ortami
Diizenleme Becerileri. Yiiksek Lisans Tezi. Istanbul. Y1ldiz Teknik Universitesi.

27



ies.ccsenet.org International Education Studies Vol. 13, No. 8; 2020

Copyrights
Copyright for this article is retained by the author(s), with first publication rights granted to the journal.

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

28



