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Oz

Diyalojik 6gretimin yapilabilir ve yararli olduguna dair ¢alismalar olmasina ragmen, arastirmalar
Ogretmen tarafindan tartigmalarin yonlendirildigi otoriter siif sdyleminin hakim olma egiliminde
oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Caligmada, diyalojik bir 6grenme ortaminda 6grencilerin kendilerini
ele alinan konu ile baglantili olarak nasil konumlandirdiklari incelenmistir. Bunun i¢in, oldukca
otoriter sdylemleri oldugu tespit edilen bir fen 6gretmeninden, 12 hafta boyunca diyalojik 6gretim ve
iletisimsel yaklagim iizerine aldig1 egitimlerden sonra sosyobilimsel bir konu olan GDO konusunda
diyalojik bir ders tasarisi olusturmasi istenmistir. Uygulama sonrasinda alt1 6grenci ile islenen dersler
ile ilgili yar1 yapilandirilmis goriismeler yapilmistir, ayrica aym Ogrencilerden diyalojik islenen
dersler ile daha once isledikleri fen derslerini islenis bi¢imi agisindan resim ¢izerek karsilagtirmalari
ve cizdikleri resimleri agiklamalar1 istenmistir. Arastirmanin bulgularinda; diyalojik 6gretimde
Ogretmen ve Ogrenci rolii, siif normlari, 6grenme ortami, 6grenci Ozellikleri ve 6grenci-6grenci
etkilesimine yonelik olusturulan temalara iliskin 6grenci goriisleri agiga c¢ikarilmis ve Ogrenci
resimleri ile diyalojik Ogrenme ortam: yorumlanmugstir. Ogrencilerin  gdriisme bulgulart
incelendiginde; 6zellikle smif i¢i konumlara iligkin gériigmeye katilan tiim 6grenciler 6gretmenlerini
kutup yildizina yani rehbere benzetmisler, kendilerini ise fikirlerini 6zgiirce sdyleyip savunan,
aragtiran, derse aktif katilan katilimcilar olarak konumlandirmiglardir. Goriismeye katilan
Ogrencilerin ¢izimleri ve yorumlart incelendiginde ise Ogretmenin Onceki fen derslerine gore
diyalojik olarak isledigi derslerinde Ogrencilerin fikir ve goriislerini alarak derslere daha fazla
Ogrencinin aktif katiliminin oldugu tespit edilmistir.
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Giris

Ogrenme ortaminda diyalog sadece belli bir konuda fikir aligverisi ve uzlasma degil, aym
zamanda o6grencilerin kendi baslarina daha 6nceden edinemedikleri bilgileri kazanma siireci
olarak goriiliir (Game ve Metcalfe, 2009). Diger bir deyisle, diyalog siirecinde yasanan
yogun sosyal etkilesim sayesinde bireyler kendilerini ve diger katilimcilar1 egitmektedirler.
Dolayistyla diyalog, pedagojik bir potansiyele sahiptir. Bu giiciinii sosyal yapilandirmaci
felsefenin de dayanagi olan sosyal etkilesimden almaktadir. Bu nedenle 6grenme ve
Ogretimin sosyo-kiiltiirel bir yaninin da oldugu diisiincesiyle arastirmacilar diyalojik 6gretim
kavramini  kullanmuislardir (6rn.  Alexander, 2006; Nystrand, Gamoran, Kachur ve
Prendergast, 1997). Alexander (2006) konusma dilinin, dgrencilerin siif sdylemine dahil
olmalar1 vasitasiyla diisiinme siireclerini etkileme yOniinde bir firsat sundugu i¢in 6gretimde
merkezi bir rol oynadigini; diyalojik Ogretimin de Ogrencileri isin igine c¢ekmek,
diisiinmelerini harekete gecirmek, genisletmek ve onlarin 6grenmesini ve anlamasini

gelistirmek i¢in konugmanin bu giiciinii kullandigin1 vurgular.

Diyalojik 06gretimdeki en kritik diistince, sinif konusmasinda kendi bilgi
dagarciklarin1 olusturmada katilimcilar olarak 6grencilere ne derece aktif roller verildigi ile
ilgilidir (van Zee, Iwasyk, Kurose, Simpson ve Wild, 2001). Dolayisiyla diyalojik 6gretimde
ogretmenin rolii, 6grencilerin birlikte konusmasi ve diisiinmesi i¢in etkilesimsel bir alan
yaratmaktir. Boylece 6grenciler arasinda etkilesim baglar (van der Veen, van Kruistum ve
Michaels, 2015), bu da farkli goriis ve anlayiglarin kesfedilmesine destek olur (Nystrand,
Wu, Gamoran, Zeiser ve Long, 2003). Diyalojik 6gretimin diger 6nemli 6zellikleri, 6grenci
ozerkligi ve smif iginde en azindan belli bir diizeyde ogrencilerin olaylarin akisini
etkilemelerine izin verilmesi gercegidir (Reznitskaya ve Gregory, 2013). Farkli seslerin
duyulmasina izin verilecek bi¢gimde 6grencileri zengin ve tesvik edici sdylem igine katan
diyalojik Ogretimde sorgulama; diisiinmeyi derinlestirir, zihinsel aktiviteyi ve iist diizey

diisiinme becerilerini gelistirir (Chin, 2006).

Smif sOylemi ile baglantili olarak, bilim insanlari, simif sdyleminin ampirik
incelemesi icin tanimlamalar yapmuslardir. iginde dgrencilerin bakis agilari da dahil ¢ok
cesitli fikirlerin temsil edildigi sinif sdylemi diyalojik (Mortimer ve Scott, 2003; Nystrand,
1997) olarak tanimlanmistir. Bunun aksine, iginde dikkatin belli bir bakis acgisina
odaklandig1 ve hazir bilgilerin aktarildigi sinif s6ylemini Mortimer ve Scott (2003) otoriter;
Nystrand (1997) ise monolojik olarak tanimlamistir. Otoriter sOylemin temel Ozelligi

ogretmenin yanitlarim1 zaten bildigi test sorularinin hakim olmasidir (Nystrand, 1997).



296 E, Ugak, A, S. Gencer, A.Sevis ve S, Usta/ Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 55, 294-323, 2022
Ayrica, otoriter sOylem tipik bir bigimde 6grencilerin katkilarinin 6gretmen tarafindan agik

bir bicimde degerlendirilmesini igerir (Scott, Mortimer ve Aguiar, 2006) ve genellikle bir
Ogretmen baslatmasi (initiation)—oOgrenci yaniti (response)—ogretmen degerlendirmesi
(evaluation) olarak adlandirilan IRE oOriintlisii vasitasiyla sergilenir (Mortimer ve Scott,
2003). Bu sekilde, 6gretmen bilginin birincil kaynagi olarak konumlandirilirken, siif
soylemi tizerinde siki bir kontrol uygular. Bunun aksine, diyalojik sdylemin temel 6zelligi,
Ogretmen tarafindan hakiki sorularin kullanilmasidir (Scott vd., 2006). Bagka bir ifadeyle bu
ogretmen degerlendirmesinin olmayisidir (Almahrouqi ve Scott, 2012; Scott ve Ametller,
2007; Scott vd., 2006). Bunun yerine, 6gretmenler, 6grencilerin verdikleri yanitlar1 sonraki
sorulara entegre ederek ya da Ogrenciler tarafindan ortaya siiriilmiis olan bakis agilar
iizerine odaklanarak Ogrencilerin yapmis olduklar1 katkilart kullanirlar. Bu sekilde,

ogrenciler sinif sdylemine 6nemli katki saglayicilar olarak konumlandirilirlar.

Diyalojik 6gretim, 6grencilere daha fazla s6z hakki, anlam iiretme ve daha adil
ogrenme firsatlari sagladigi i¢in fen egitiminde oldukga ilgi ¢ekmektedir (Resnick, Asterhan,
ve Clarke, 2015). Fen derslerinde diyalojik 6gretim, yalnizca simifta katilimeilar arasinda
karsilikli etkilesim olarak degil, ayni zamanda Ogretmenin degisik fikirler arasindaki
(6rnegin giinliik bilgiler ve bilimsel bilgiler) diyalogu yonetmesi olarak da anlasilabilir
(Mortimer ve Scott, 2003). Ulu (2017), fen derslerinde “6gretim siireci tek bir goriise
ve Ogrenci fikirlerinin gérmezden gelindigi otoriter sdylemden uzaklagtirilmalidir” (s. 623)
vurgusunu yapmis ve otoriter 0gretimle miicadele etmek i¢in sinif uygulamalarinda diyalojik

ogretimin tercih edilmesi gerektigini belirtmistir.
Fen Ogretimi Acisindan Calismanin Onemi

Diyalojik 0gretimin yapilabilir ve yararli olduguna dair ¢aligmalar olmasina ragmen
(Billings ve Fitzgerald, 2002; Kutnick ve Colwell, 2010; Mercer ve Littleton, 2007; Scott,
Ametller, Mortimer ve Emberton, 2010); arastirmalar, fen i¢eriginin ele alinmasi {izerine bir
vurgu ile dgretmen tarafindan tartigmalarin yonlendirildigi otoriter sinif sdyleminin hakim
olma egiliminde oldugunu (Hofstein, Eilks ve Bybee, 2011; Kiling, Demiral ve Kartal, 2017;
Levinson, 2004; Levinson vd., 2001; Osborne, Duschl ve Fairbrother, 2002; Ratcliffe ve
Millar, 2009; Tidemand Nielsen, 2017) bu yilizden de sinif sdyleminde 6grencilerin bakisg
acilaria c¢ok az bir yer biraktiklarina dikkat ¢cekmektedir (Lyons, 2006; Osborne vd., 2002).

Bunun nedeni Corden’e (2009) gore, muhtemelen 6gretmenlerin 6grenciliklerinde bu tiirden
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bir 6gretim bigimiyle karsilasmamis ve hizmet dncesi egitimlerinde de bunun {izerine bir

egitim almamis olmalaridir.

Literatiir incelendiginde yukarida bahsedilen ¢aligmalarin 6gretmen konugmalarina
odaklandig1 goriilmektedir. Ancak diyalojik ve otoriter simif ortamlarina dair 6grenci
gorlslerinin alindig1 higbir arastirmaya rastlanmamistir. Oysaki Ogrencilerin de diyalojik
ogretime iliskin goriisleri olduk¢a 6nemlidir. Bu baglamda ¢alismada, uygulama 6ncesindeki
ders video analizleri incelendiginde oldukg¢a otoriter sdylemlere sahip oldugu goriilen bir fen
bilgisi 6gretmeninin aldigi egitimden sonra sinifinda sosyobilimsel (SBK) bir konu olan
genetigi degistirilmis organizmalar (GDO) konusunda gergeklestirdigi diyolojik Ogretim
ortamina iliskin olarak 6grenci goriisleri alinmig ve Ogrencilerden daha Once islenen fen
dersleri ile GDO konusunda diyalojik Ogretimin yapildigi derse iliskin gorsel
modellemelerini resim ¢izerek aciklamalar1 istenmistir. Calisma kapsaminda GDO
konusunda diyalojik 6gretimle Bilim Uygulamalari dersi bilim etigi temasi—biyoteknoloji
konusunda yer alan GDO ile ilgili amaglara ulasilmasinda Ogretmenlere rehberlik

saglayacaktir.
Calismanin Amaci

Bu ¢alismada, fen 6gretiminde sosyobilimsel bir konuda diyalojik 6gretim gerceklestirirken
Mortimer ve Scott (2003) tarafindan gelistirilen iletisimsel yaklasimi baz alan ve dersini
diyalojik sOylemlere dayali yapilandiran bir fen Ogretmeninin dersinin 6grenci goziiyle
analizine yer verilmistir. Ogrenci katilmmi ve bagimsizhigmi gelistirmek, anlamh
ogrenmeyi saglamak amacinda olan bir 6gretmenin yer aldigi bu aragtirmada 6gretmen-
ogrenci etkilesimleri ve oOgrencilerin konumlandirilmalart baglaminda analiz edilmistir.
Ozellikle, &grencilerin diyalojik bir 6grenme ortaminda Ogretmen tarafindan nasil
konumlandirildig1r ve onlarin kendilerini smif uygulamasinda katilimcilar olarak ve ele
alinan konu ile baglantili olarak nasil konumlandirdiklart incelenmistir. Bu baglamda

arastirmada su sorulara cevap aranmaktadir:

1. Sosyobilimsel bir konu olan GDO konusunda diyalojik 6gretimle gerceklesen derse
iliskin 6grenci gorisleri nelerdir?
2. Sosyobilimsel bir konu olan GDO konusunda diyalojik 6gretimle gerceklesen ders

ile dnceki fen derslerine iliskin 6grencilerin zihinsel modellemeleri nasildir?
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Yontem

Arastirma Deseni

Bu calismada nitel arastirma deseni kullanilmistir. Nitel aragtirma “gdzlem, goriisme ve
dokiiman analizi gibi nitel veri toplama ydntemlerinin kullanildigi, algilarin ve olaylarin
dogal ortamda gercgekei ve biitiinciil bir bigimde ortaya konmasina yonelik nitel bir silirecin
izlendigi arastirma” (Yildirnm ve Simsek, 2006, s. 39) olarak tanimlanabilir. Calismada
diyalojik 6grenme ortamindaki Ogrencilerden olusan tek bir analiz birimi oldugu igin
biitiinciil tek durum calismasi deseni kullanilmistir. Arastirma Pamukkale Universitesi
Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimleri Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaym Etigi Kurulunun 25/02/2021 tarihli
68282350/2018/G04 say1il1 onayi ile etik ilkeler dogrultusunda yiiriitiilmistiir.

Calisma Grubu

Amach bir sekilde secilen calisma grubunun fen bilgisi 68retmeni, 14 yillik mesleki
tecriibesi olan ve Pamukkale Universitesi tezsiz yiiksek lisans programi kapsaminda segmeli
bir ders olan Fen Ogretiminde Diyalojik Ogretim ve iletisimsel Yaklasim dersini almustir.
Birinci yazar tarafindan bir akademik donem boyunca haftada ii¢ ders saati olarak yiiriitiilen
dersin ana hedefi, ortaokul fen bilimleri dersi programina uygun ders kazanimlarina yonelik
fen derslerinde diyalojik 6gretimin kullanilmasini igermektedir. Derslerin bitiminden sonra,
calisma grubunun Ogretmeni sosyobilimsel bir konu olan GDO konusunda diyalojik
ogretime dayali bir ders tasarisi olusturmayi1 ve dersini o sekilde yliriitmeyi istemistir.
Ogretmenin goniillii olarak dersi segmis olmasi ve arastirma baslamadan dnce sosyobilimsel
konularda ve sosyobilimsel olmayan diger fen konularinda islemis oldugu derslerinde
oldukca otoriter oldugu goriildiigli icin bu arastirmaya katilmaya davet edilmistir.
Arastirmanin etik ilkeleri dogrultusunda 6gretmenin ismi gizli tutulmus ve ¢alismada A

Ogretmeni olarak kodlanmustir.

Bu arastirmanin gergeklestirildigi ortam, 2020-2021 egitim-6gretim yilinda Denizli
ilinde yer alan sosyo-ekonomik diizeyi alt seviyede olan bir devlet ortaokuludur. Calisma
grubu 13-14 yaslarindaki 8. simif 20 6grenciden olusmaktadir. Uygulama sonrasinda
ogretmenin smifindan derslerine siirekli, ara ara ve hi¢ katilmay:1 tercih etmeyen ikiser
ogrenci olmak iizere toplam alti Ogrenci ile islenen ders ile ilgili yar1 yapilandirilmis
goriigmeler yapilmistir ve yine ayni Ogrencilerin ¢izimleri ¢alismaya dahil edilmistir.
Calismanin etik kurallar1 acisindan Ogrenciler Al, A2, A3, A4, A5 ve A6 olarak

kodlanmigtir. Covid-19 nedeniyle uygulama dersleri online olarak gergeklesmistir.
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Ogrenciler, etik ilkelere uygun bir bigimde calismaya katilmaya davet edilmistir.
Ogrencilerin ailelerine veli onam formu génderilerek cocugunun ¢alismaya katilmasina izin
verip/vermedigini imzali olarak beyan etmesi istenmistir. Bu baglamda 6grenciler ve aileler,
arastirmanin genel amaci ve ¢aligmaya katilmanin goniilliiliikk esasina dayandigi konusunda
bilgilendirilmistir. Isimlerinin gizli tutulacagina dair bilgi verilmis ve ¢alismadan istedikleri

zaman ¢ikabilecekleri sdylenmistir.
Veri Toplama Araclar

Bu ¢alismada farkli veri toplama kaynaklar1 kullanilmis olup, bunlar; 6gretmenin sinif igi
uygulamalarina ait video kamera kayitlari, 6grencilerle yapilan goriismeler ve dgrencilerin

yapmis oldugu ¢izimlerdir.
Sinif ici uygulamalarina ait videolar

Arastirmada, calisma Oncesi ve calisma kapsaminda A 6gretmenin derslerinin iletisimsel
yaklasim acisindan goriilmesi, 0gretmen-6grenci etkilesimi, dgretmen-0grenci rolii, yani
ogretmen ve 6grencilerin sinif i¢i konumlandirilmasinin goriilebilmesi agisindan 6gretmenin

derslerine ait video kamera kayitlar: kullanilmistir.
Goriisme formu

Calismada veri toplama yontemi olarak yar1 yapilandirilmig goriisme teknigi kullanilmustir.
Bu teknik, 6zel bir konuda derinlemesine soru sorma ve cevap eksik veya acik degilse tekrar
soru sorarak, durumu daha agiklayici hale getirip cevaplart tamamlama firsatt vermesi
acisindan avantajlidir (Cepni, 2007). Arastirmacilardan birinin katilimeilarla gergeklestirdigi
goriismelerin ses kaydi katilimeilarin onay1 alinarak kaydedilmistir. Goriismelerden sonra
ses kayitlari, yazili metin haline doniistiiriilmiistiir. Gorlismeler, arastirmacilar tarafindan
hazirlanan goériisme formuna bagl kalinarak gerceklestirilmistir. GoOriisme formunun
gelistirilmesi i¢in Oncelikle belirlenen amaci en iyi yansitabilecek sorular olusturulmustur.
Arastirmanin amacina uygun olarak agik ve anlasilir sorular yazilmistir. Arastirmada
hazirlanan yari-yapilandirilmis goriisme formu i¢in uzman goriisii alinmistir. Hazirlanan
sorular bu konuda c¢alismalar1 olan iki akademisyene iletilerek incelemeleri istenmis ve
gerekli doniitler alinarak son sekli verilmistir. Ayrica sorular arastirma kapsaminda olmayan
baska bir 6grenciye yonlendirilmis ve sorularin anlasilabilirligi test edilmistir. Anlamsiz ve
gereksiz goriilen sorular formdan atilarak goriisme formuna son sekli verilmistir. Yari

yapilandirilmis gériisme formunda toplam 16 soru bulunmaktadir.
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Ogrencilerin yapmis oldugu ¢izimler

Ogrencilerden sosyobilimsel bir konu olan GDO konusunda diyalojik olarak islenilen ders
ile diger fen derslerini resim c¢izerek karsilastirmalart ve cizdikleri resimlerin altina

Ogretmen ve O0grencilerin resimde ne yaptigini yazmalari istenmistir.
Verilerin Toplanmasi
Verilerin toplanmasi agsamasi asagida 6zetlenmistir:

% Calismaya goniillii olarak katilan A 6gretmeni, Covid-19 siirecinde ¢evirim-igi isledigi
ve kayit altina almis oldugu 4 haftalik ders videolarin1 egitimler 6ncesi arastirmacilara
sunmustur. Arastirmacilardan ikisi tarafindan derslerine ait videolar izlenmis ve
Mortimer ve Scott (2003) tarafindan gelistirilen iletisimsel yaklasim agisindan
degerlendirilmistir.

¢ Dersin biiyiik bir boliimiinii otoriter etkilesimsiz ve otoriter etkilesimli stirdiirdiigii tespit
edilen d6gretmene 12 hafta boyunca yapilandirmaci 6grenme kurami ve SE modeli, sosyal
yapilandirmacilik, diyalojik 6gretim, iletisimsel yaklagim, sdylem ve sOylem desenleri,
siifta etkili soru sorma stratejileri, sinif i¢i normlar, bekleme siireleri, diyalojik olarak
tasarlanan ve fen derslerinde anlamli 6grenmeyi baz alan ders tasarilarini inceleme
(Mortimer ve Scott, 2003) tarafindan gelistirilen paslanmaya iliskin ders tasarisi),
argiimantasyon, kavram karikatiirleri, sokratik tartigma gibi simf i¢i konusmayi
destekleyici tekniklerin verilmesi, literatiirde yapilan makalelerin okunmasi ve
yorumlanmasi, diyalojik ogretime dayali ders videolarinin izlenmesi ve ders
videolarindaki 6gretmen-ogrenci, Ogrenci-6grenci konugmalarint mikro diizeyde

analizlerini yapmaya yonelik egitimler verilmistir.

X/

» Egitimler bittikten sonra 6gretmen 8. siniflarda Bilim Uygulamalar1 dersi kapsaminda
bilim etigi temasi altinda yer alan toplamda programda alt1 ders saati olarak Onerilen
GDO konusunu igeren biyoteknoloji etkinligine gore dersini tasarlamigtir. Kazanimlarda
bulunan GDO’yu agiklama, GDO’lu iirlinlerin nasil elde edildigini arastirma, GDO
tariminin yapilmasinin ekolojik dengeye ve ililke ekonomisine etkisini degerlendirme,
GDO’lu fiiriinleri kiiresel aclik sorunlari agisindan degerlendirme, GDO’lu iiriinleri
tilkketip tilkketmeme konusunda karar verme ve GDO’lu iiriinleri etik konular agisindan
tartigmaya dayali olarak dersini diyalojik 6gretimle Mortimer ve Scott’un (2003) fen
derslerinde anlamli 6grenmeye yonelik ortaya koydugu iletisimsel yaklasimi baz alarak

yurttmustir.
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¢ Ders bitiminde 6gretmenin siifindan derslerine siirekli, ara ara ve hi¢ katilmay tercih

etmeyen ikiser 0grenci olmak iizere toplam alti 6grenci ile islenen ders ile ilgili yar
yapilandirilmig goriismeler gergeklestirilmistir. Ayrica O6grencilerden ders bitiminde
diyalojik bir sekilde islenen ders ile daha once isledikleri fen derslerini isleyis bi¢imini
acgisindan resim c¢izerek karsilastirmalart ve ¢izdikleri resimlerin altina ¢izimlerinde ne

anlatmak istediklerini yazmalar (illiistrasyon) istenmistir.
Verilerin Analizi

Arastirma kapsaminda elde edilen goriisme verilerinin analizinde nitel veri analizi
tekniklerinden icerik analizi kullanilmustir. Icerik analizinde veriler derinlemesine analiz
edilir ve bu yolla énceden belirgin olmayan tema ve kodlar olusturulur. Igerik analizinde
temelde yapilan iglem, birbirine benzeyen verileri belirli kavramlar ve temalar ¢ercevesinde
bir araya getirmek ve bunlar1 okuyucunun anlayabilecegi bir bi¢imde diizenleyerek
yorumlamaktir. Bu amacla igerik analizi yapilirken tiimevarimci yaklasim izlenir (Yildirim
ve Simsek, 2006). Arastirmanin gilivenirligi, Miles ve Huberman’mn (1994) formiilii
[Glivenirlik = goriis birligi/ (goris birligi + goriis ayriligi)] kullanilarak hesaplanmistir. Kod

giivenirligi %89 olarak hesaplanmistir. Resimler ise yorumlanarak sunulmustur.
Bulgular
Ogrencilerle Yapilan Goriismelerden Elde Edilen Bulgular

Ogrencilerle gerceklestirilen yar1 yapilandirilmis gériismelerden sonra veriler igerik analizi

yoluyla analiz edilmis ve verilerden elde edilen bulgular Tablo 1.’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 1. Yar: Yapilandirilmis Gortismelerden Elde Edilen Temalar ve Kodlar

Temalar Kodlar Deginen Ogrenciler

SBK’ da diyalojik Ogretmenin dersteki rolii

ogretimde dgretmen- Ayna (Bilgiyi yansitan) -

ogrenci rolii Kutup yildiz1 (Yol gosteren) Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6
Ogrencinin dersteki rolii
Arastiran derse aktif katilan Al, A3, A4, A5, A6
Fikirlerini 6zgiirce soyleyip savunan Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6
SBK’ da diyalojik ~ Zamanlama
ogretimde sinif Sorular1 cevaplamada yeterli diisiinme Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6
normlari Zzamant

Sorular hakkinda yeterli konusma stiresi Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6
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SBK’ da diyalojik
ogretimde 6grenme

ortami

SBK’ da diyalojik
ogretimde dgrenci

ozellikleri

SBK’ da diyalojik
ogretimde 6grenci-

ogrenci etkilesimi

S6z alma

Ogretmenin esit soz hakk1 vermesi
Diisiince ve fikirlere saygt duyulmasi
Demokratik, adil ve 6zgiir sinif ortami1
Begenilen 6grenme ortami

Farkl1 fikirlerin paylasilip tartisildig: bir
ortam

Fikirlere midahale edilmemesi

Fikirlerin birbiriyle baglanarak 6grenilmesi

Tek bir cevabin olmamasi

Dersi eglenceli ve ilgi ¢ekici hale getirmesi

Begenilmeyen 0grenme ortami

Hep bir agizdan konusulmasi

Fikirlere miidahale edilmesi

Ders siiresinin yetersiz olmasi

Ogrenme ortaminda degisiklik yapma
Farkli siniflarla kalabalik ortamda ders
islemek

Dersi materyallerle destekleme

Dersin 6grencide uyandirdigi duygular
Olumlu Duygular (Merak, ilgi, hoslanma,
istek)

Hem olumlu hem olumsuz duygular
Ogrencilerin birbirlerinin fikirlerine
etkisi

Fikirlerin farklilasmamasi

Fikirlerin farklilasmasi

Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6

Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6

Al, A3, Ad

Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6

Al, A3, A4, A5

A3, A4, A5, A6

A4, A5, A6

Al, A2, A3, A4, A5

Al, A6

A2, A6

A5

A2

Al

Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6

A3, A4

Al, A2, A3
A4, A5, A6

SBK’ da diyalojik ogretimde 6gretmen-ogrenci rolii

Katilimer 6grencilerin, SBK’da diyalojik 6gretimde, 6gretmenin ve &grencinin dersteki

roliine iligkin ortaya ¢ikan temalar ait goriislerine asagida sunulmustur.

Ogretmenin dersteki roliine iliskin gériisler. Diyalojik 6gretimle islenen derslerin

bitiminde &grencilere “Ogretmeninizin son islenen derslerde roliinii aynaya mi1 yoksa kutup

yildizina m1 benzetirsiniz? sorusu soruldu. Goriismeye katilan tim Ggrenciler
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ogretmenlerinin son derslerdeki roliinii kutup yildizina benzettiklerini dile getirmislerdir. Bu

ogrencilerden A4 goriislerini su sekilde belirtmistir:

Bu dersi islerken 6gretmenimizin roliinii bize yol gdsterene benzettim. Ciinkii herkes
GDO ile ilgili fikrini agik¢a ifade ettigi igin bize yol gosterdi. Diisiincelerimize ortak
oldu. Ama normal bir fen dersi olsaydi bilgilerini yansitana benzetirdim. Ciinki
diger fen derslerinde Ogretmenim hep konuyu anlatiyor sadece sorulari
cevaplamamiza yardimci oluyor. Bilgileri bize yansitiyor o zaman diye diisiindiim

(Goriisme Kaydi: A4).

Biz arastirdigimiz konular1 farkli fikirler 6ne siirerek tartismistik o ylizden yol
gosteren yani soz hakki verendi. O ylizden kutup yildizina benzettim diyen AS ise

goriiglerini su sekilde belirtmistir:

Ben kutup yildizina benzetirdim. Ciinkii yol gosteren, herkes arastirma
yaptig1 i¢in herkes farkli bilgiler 6ne siirliyordu ve bu farkli fikirlerde arkadagimin
aragtirdigl benim arastirmadigim konularda vardi bu yilizdende farkli bilgileri de
ogrendim. O ylizden de bilgileri yansitan degil de yol gosterendi bence. Biz
arastirdigimiz konular1 farkli fikirler 6ne siirerek tartismistik o yiizden yol gosteren

kutup yildizina benzettim (Goriisme Kaydi: AS).

Ders islerken ve tartisirken kendi diisiincelerini sdylemedi ve bize yol gosterdi diyen
Al de goriislerini su sekilde belirtmistir: “Ben bu derste 6gretmenimizi kutup yildizina
benzettim. Ciinkii dersi anlatirken ve tartisirken kendi diistincelerini sdylemedi ve bize s6z

hakk1 vererek yol gosterdi” (Goriisme Kaydi: Al).

Ogrencinin dersteki roliine iliskin goriisler. Ogrencilerden A2 6grencisi harig
diger Ogrenciler (Al, A3, A4, AS, A6) konuyla ilgili arastirmalar yapip derse aktif
katildiklarini belirtmislerdir. Ayrica tiim 6grenciler fikirlerini dzgiirce sdyleyip, goriislerini
savunduklarin1 belirtmislerdir. Kendi fikirlerimi savundum ve derse katildim diyen Al
ogrencisi gorlslerini su sekilde belirtmistir: “Aktiftim ve ilgiliydim ¢linkii kendi fikirlerimi
savundum ve derse katildim. Derse katilmamda beni daha da ilgimi cekti. Dersi hem
seviyorum hem de ilgi duydugum i¢in fikirlerimi savunarak da aktifligimi sergiledim”

(Gorlisme Kaydr: Al).

Ogrencilerin fikirlerini 6zgiirce sdyleyip, kendi fikirlerini savunduguna dikkat ¢eken
A4 oOgrencisi gorlslerini su sekilde belirtmistir: “Bu dersle ilgili yaptigimiz tartismalar,

konusmalar hosuma gitti ¢iinkii herkes kendi fikirlerini agik¢a ifade edebildi, fikirlerinin
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arkasinda durdular. Fikirlerini savunabildiler. Benim GDO ile yapilan tartismalar ve

konugmalar hosuma gitti” (Goriisme Kaydi: A4).

Ders igindeki sorumluluklarimiz arttt diyen A2 Ogrencisi gorislerini su sekilde

belirtmistir:

Farkl1 oldugunu diisiiniiyorum ¢iinkii normal bir dersi 6gretmenimiz dersi yonetirken
sorular1 okuyup s6z hakki verirken vs. yani dersi 6gretmen yonetiyordu. Bu derste
daha ¢ok biz konustuk biz sdz hakki aldik. Ogretmenimiz sadece sirasiyla sorular
sorup fikirlerimizi aldi. Tartisma ortaminda genelde biz konustuk. Ogretmenimiz
kendi fikrini s0ylemedi. Bu sekilde olunca daha ¢ok sorumluluk aliyoruz. Normal
derste ¢ok az konusurken bu derste zaten ¢ok konusuyoruz arti dersteki tartisma
ortamin1 yonetmemiz gerekiyor. Boylece daha fazla sorumluluk aliyoruz (Goriisme

Kaydi: A2).
SBK’ da diyalojik ogretimde sinif normlart

Katilimcer 6grenciler SBK da diyalojik 6gretimde zamanlama ve s6z alma agisindan sinif

normlarina iliskin goriislerini dile getirmislerdir.

Zamanlama agisindan goriisler: Ogrenciler (A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6) zamanlama
acisindan soruyu cevaplamada yeterli diistinme zamani ve soru hakkinda yeterli konugma
zamanina sahip olduklarini dile getirmislerdir ve baz1 68renciler goriislerini su sekilde ifade
etmistir: “Evet verdi. Zaten herkes 0gretmenimiz yeterli siire vermeden 6nce diisiiniip dyle
soyliiyorlard1 ve yeterli siire verilmis oldu” (Goriigme Kaydi: Al). “Evet dgretmenim soru
sorduktan sonra fikirlerimizi sdylememiz i¢in yeterli siire verdi. Hatta bir konu {izerinde
bayag diisiindiik, mantik yiiriittiik. Fikirlerimizi sdylememiz i¢in baya siire verdi” (Goriisme
Kaydi: A4). “Yeterli siire verildi ben zaten ¢ok bdyle zamandan calmayip kisa bir sekilde
cevabimi agiklayici veririm. Yani ben zamanin yeterli oldugunu diislinliyorum. Gayet iyiydi

ve verilen siire yeterliydi” (Goriisme Kaydi: A2).

S6z alma acisindan goriisler. SBK’ da diyalojik 6gretimle islenen bu derste s6z
alma acisindan Ogrenciler (Al, A2, A3, A4, AS, A6) Ogretmenin herkese esit s6z hakki

verdigini dile getirmistir ve bazi 6grencilerin goriisleri su sekilde belirtmistir:

Ogretmenimiz bize istedigimiz zaman sdz hakki verdi. Istedigimiz zaman
konusabildik. Sirayla konustuk birimiz bir defa digeri on defa konugmadi. Sirayla
konustuk herkes birbirinin fikrine saygi duydu. Adaletli bir sekilde dersimizi isledik.
Giizeldi yani eglenceli gecti (Gorlisme Kaydi: A4).
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Soyle sirastyla zaten soz hakki verildi. Bence bu daha giizel. Ciinkii diger

konugmayanlarin isine gelirdi bu. Biz konusurduk onlar derste dururlardi. Ara sira
belki konusurlardi. Yani sirastyla s6z hakk: verildi. Boyle olmasi da benim i¢in gayet

1yiydi, boyle olmasini isterdim bdyle de oldu zaten (Goriisme Kaydi: A2).

Ogrencilerden (A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6) diisiince ve fikirlere saygi duyuldugunu

dile getiren baz1 6grencilerin goriisleri su sekildedir:

Arkadaglarimin  benim fikrime saygi duydugunu diisiinliyorum ¢iinkii ben
konusurken hi¢ kimse soziimii kesmedi. Ben de konusurken arkadaslarimin soziinii
kesmedim. Birbirimize saygi duyduk. Benim fikirlerime saygi duyduklar i¢in ben
¢ok mutlu oldum. Cok sevindim ama fikirlerime saygi duyulmasaydi ¢ok {iziiliirdiim.
Yani konugmami bolselerdi, konusmama izin vermeselerdi ¢ok iziiliirdiim. Ama
fikirlerime sayg1 duydular (Goriisme Kaydi: A3).

Tartisma sirasinda arkadaslarimin benim fikrime saygi duydugunu diisiiniiyorum.
Ciinkii arkadaglarim hem anlayishh hem de sana katiliyorum, katilmiyorum diyerek
benim fikrime saygi duyarak bunlar1 sdylediler. Hem kendi fikirleriyle de
karsilastirmis olmalilar ki bazilar1 bana katildigini, bazilari da katilmadiklarini
sOyledi. Bana saygi duymasalardi beni umursamaz kendi fikir ve diisiinceleriyle

hareket ederlerdi hi¢ benim fikrimi sorgulamadan (Goriisme Kaydi: AS).

Baz1 6grencilerin (A1, A3, A4) demokratik, adil ve 6zgiir bir sinif ortaminda ders
islendigine dair goriislerini belirtmis olup, bunlardan A3 goriisiinii su sekilde belirtmistir:
“Evet istedigim zaman konusabildim. Arkadaslarimin soziinii kesmeden adaletli bir sekilde
herkes esit bir sekilde konusabildi. Zaten siniftaki herkes konustu istedigi zaman
ogretmenimiz s6z hakki verdiginde. Adaletli bir sekilde kimsenin soziinii kesmedik”

(Gorlisme Kaydi: A3).
SBK’ da diyalojik ogretimde ogrenme ortami

Katilimer 6grenciler SBK da diyalojik o6gretimde Ogrenme ortamina iliskin olarak
begendikleri, begenmedikleri ve ortamda degistirmek istedikleri ozellikleri dile

getirmislerdir.

Begenilen 6grenme ortamina iliskin goriisler. SBK da diyalojik 6gretimle islenen
derste Ogrencilerin dile getirdigi begenilen 6grenme ortami; farkli fikirlerin paylasilip,
tartisildigi bir ortam olmast (A1, A2, A3, A4, AS, A6), fikirlere miidahale edilmemesi (A1,
A3, A4, A5), fikirlerin birbiriyle baglanarak 6grenilmesi (A3, A4, A5, A6), SBK tek bir
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cevabmnin olmamasi (A4, A5, A6), SBK tartisilmasinin dersi eglenceli ve ilgi ¢ekici hale

getirmesi (A1, A2, A3, A4, AS) yoniindedir.

Farkl: fikirlerin paylasilip, tartisildig1 bir ortam olmasina dikkat ¢eken 6grencilerden
A3 goriislerini su sekilde dile getirmistir: “Benim dersle ilgili yaptigimiz tartismalar ¢ok
hosuma gitti. Yaptigimiz konusmalar, arkadaslarimizla bir konu iizerinde durdugumuz
sorular, onlar iizerinde yaptigimiz birbirimizle tartisiyoruz ya onun iizerinde onlar ¢ok
hosuma gitti. Herkes kendi fikrini acik¢a ifade edebildi onlar benim ¢ok hosuma gitti”
(Goriisme Kaydi: A3).

Fikirlere miidahale edilmemesine dikkat ¢eken Ogrencilerden A4 goriislerini su
sekilde dile getirmistir: “Ogretmenimiz ve arkadaslarimiz séziimii kesmediler. Birbirimizin
sOziinii kesmeden ders isledik. Birbirimizi kirmadan incitmeden dersimize devam ettik. Yani

kesmediler soziimiizii” (Goriisme Kaydi: A4).

Fikirlerin birbiriyle baglanarak 6grenilmesine dikkat ceken ogrencilerden A6
goriiglerini su sekilde dile getirmistir: “Ben arastirmistim ama arada gormedigim bilgiler
falan olabilir. Arkadaglarimin goérmedigi bilgilerde olabilir. Benim gordiiglimii arkadagim
gérmez, arkadasimin gordiiglinii ben gbérmem bdylece bilgiler tamamlanir birbiriyle.
Birimizin soyledigine digeri bir sey ekleyerek devam edilmesi giizeldi” (Gorlisme Kaydi:

AG).

SBK da tek bir cevabinin olmamasia ve herkesin kendi fikirlerini savunduguna

dikkat ¢eken 6grencilerden A4 goriislerini su sekilde dile getirmistir:

Ben bu GDO’ lu dersimizin diger fen derslerimizden farkli oldugunu diisiintiyorum.
Cilinkii bu derste herkes konustu. Herkes kendi fikirlerini ortaya koydu. Herkes kendi
fikirlerinin arkasinda durdu. GDO’ nun tam bir cevabr olmadigi i¢in herkes kendi
fikirlerini 6ne siirdii. Ama normal bir fen dersinde bir soru {izerinde tek bir dogru
cevap olurdu. Herkes tek bir cevabi sdyliiyordu. Tek bir cevabi olurdu yani ben bu
dersin diger derslerimizden farkli oldugunu diisiiniiyorum bu acgilardan da (Goriisme

Kaydi: A4).

Dersi eglenceli ve ilgi ¢ekici hale getirmesine dikkat ¢ceken 6grencilerden Al ve A4
goriiglerini su sekilde dile getirmistir: “Evet farkli oldugunu diisiiniiyorum ¢iinkii normal fen
derslerinde iinite veya normal derslerimizi igliyoruz ama GDO’lu olan bu derste ortak bir
yoniimiiz oldu. Herkes ortak bir konuya yoneldi ve daha bir eglenceli gecti dersimiz. Herkes

kendi fikirlerini savundu” (Goriisme Kaydi: Al). “Benim igin ders iyi gecti giizel gecti
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dersimiz daha heyecanli istekli gegti. Bunun nedeni dersi bu sekilde islememiz” (Goriisme

Kaydi: A4).

Begenilmeyen 6grenme ortamina iliskin goriisler. SBK’ da diyalojik 6gretimle
islenen derste 0grencilerin dile getirdigi begenilmeyen 6grenme ortami; hep bir agizdan
konusulmasi, konugmalarin zaman zaman anlagilamamasi (Al, A6), fikirlere miidahale

edilmesi (A2, A6), ders siiresinin yetersiz olmasi (A5) yoniindedir.

Hep bir agizdan konusulmast bu ylizden de zaman zaman konusmalarin
anlasilamamasina dikkat c¢eken Ogrencilerden Al ve A6 goriislerini su sekilde dile
getirmistir: “Hepimiz tartisirken hep bir agizdan konusmustuk ve bazi kisilerin soyledigi
cevaplar olmadi yani anlasilmadi bu yilizden bu hosuma gitmedi” (Goriisme Kaydi: Al).
“Mesela bazen herkes s6z hakki istiyordu bir kisi konusurken digeri ben bir sey diyebilir

miyim diye s6ziinii kesiyordu bu hosuma gitmedi” (Gorligme Kaydi: A6).

Fikirlere miidahale edilmesine dikkat ¢eken 6grencilerden A2 goriislerini su sekilde
dile getirmistir: “Bir de soziimiizii kesenler de oldu. Fikrimizi sdylerken miidahale edenler

oldu, onun disinda gayet eglenceli bir dersti” (Goriisme Kaydi: A2).

Ders siiresinin yetersiz olmasina dikkat ¢eken Ogrencilerden A5 goriislerini su
sekilde dile getirmistir: “Acikcast benim pek begenmedim bir 6zellik yoktu. Giizel gegti.
Neleri begenmedim... Sadece biraz kisa siirdii 6 dersten daha ¢ok daha uzun siirseydi daha

iyi olurdu (Goriisme Kaydi: AS).

Ogrenme ortaminda degisiklik yapmaya iliskin goriisler. SBK’ da diyalojik
ogretimle islenen bu derste 6grenme ortaminda degisiklik yapmak isteseniz ne yapardiniz
sorusuna iligkin Ogrencilerden A2 farkli siniflarla kalabalik ortamda ders islemek,

ogrencilerden Al ise dersi materyallerle destekleme yoniinde goriis belirtmistir.

Farkli smniflarla kalabalik ortamda ders islemeye dikkat ¢eken Ogrencilerden A2

goriiglerini su sekilde dile getirmistir:

Tek smifla degil de iki smifla birlikte yapilsaydi daha giizel olurdu belki, daha
kalabalik bir ortam. Ciinkii birbirimizi taniyoruz ve iyi kotii cevaplart ne bileyim
siiftan biri sunu sdyler diyebiliyoruz ama bagka bir siniftan kimseyi tanimadigimiz

icin dogru diizgiin daha bdyle degisik olur daha giizel olabilir (Goriisme Kaydi: A2).

Dersi materyallerle desteklemeye dikkat ¢eken Ggrencilerden Al ise goriislerini su

sekilde dile getirmistir: “Bir degisiklik yapmak istesem ek olarak GDO ile ilgili maket
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yapilmasini isterdim. Yani bir domates maketi i¢ine biber koyulup, yani biberin ici koyulup

yapilabilir. Yani iki meyveyi birlestirebilen bir maket yapmayi isterdim” (Goriisme Kaydi:
Al).

SBK’ da diyalojik ogretimde ogrenci ozellikleri

SBK da diyalojik 6gretimle islenen derste goriismeye katilan tiim 6grenciler (Al, A2, A3,
A4, AS, A6) olumlu duygulara sahip olduklarini, baz1 6grenciler (A3, A4) ise arkadaslari

fikirlerine katilmadiklarinda tiziildiiklerini dile getirmislerdir.

Aktif, istekli, merakli ve heyecanli olduguna dikkat c¢eken Ogrencilerden AS
goriislerini su sekilde dile getirmistir: “Kendimi heyecanl hissetmistim ilk baslarda. Ilk defa
boyle bir derse katilmistim acaba ne olacak diye sonrasinda rahatlamaya bagladim. Sonra,
merakli ve istekli oldum aktif oldum, etkin oldugumu diisinliyorum. Mutluydum derste

yani” (Goriisme Kaydi: AS).

Arkadaslar kendisinin fikrine katilmadiginda {iziildiiglinii dile getiren 6grencilerden

(A3, A4) A4 gorislerini su sekilde dile getirmistir:

Arkadaslarimin benim fikrime katilmalar1 beni mutlu etti. Cok sevindim. Ama bazen
de bu GDO’ lu konu ¢ok agik bir konu oldugu i¢in bazi arkadaslarim benim fikrime
katilmadilar bu beni iizdii. Yanlis diisiinliyormusum gibi geldi. Kendimi savunma

istegi geldi. Kendimi savundum (Goértisme Kaydi: A4).
SBK’da diyalojik ogretimde égrenci-ogrenci etkilesimi

Ogrencilerin diyalojik &gretimle islenen derslerdeki dgrenci-dgrenci etkilesimine yonelik

goriigleri asagida sunulmustur.

Fikirlerin farkhlasmamasina iliskin goriisler. Fikrimin dogru oldugunu
diistinliyorum, fikrimin arkasinda durdum diyerek fikirlerinin farklilasmadigina dikkat ¢ceken

ogrencilerden A2 goriislerini su sekilde dile getirmistir:

Yani diger arkadaslarimin fikirlerini duyunca fikrimde bir degisiklik olmadi. Ciinkii
kendi fikirlerimin dogru oldugunu diisliniiyordum. Sonradan iste tartisma ortaminda
bir degisiklik oldu mu? Bazi yerlerde sadece degisiklik yaptik ama komple fikrimi
degistirmedim fikrimin arkasinda durdum. Yani onlar bir konuda zararli diyorsa ben
yararli diyordum yani o sekilde. Yani bence fikrimizi degistirmemeliyiz. Ciinkii tabi
ki dogruysa onlarin sdyledikleri degistirebiliriz ama ben fikrimin arkasinda durdum.

Ciinkii fikrimin dogru oldugunu diisiiniiyordum (Goriisme Kaydi: A2).
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Baz fikirlerin farkhilasmasina iliskin goriisler. Arkadaslarimin fikirlerini duyunca

benim de bazi fikirlerimde degisimler oldu diyerek bazi fikirlerinin farklilagtigina dikkat

ceken dgrencilerden ASgoriislerini su sekilde dile getirmistir:

Diger arkadaslarimin fikirlerini duyunca bazi fikirlerimde degisiklik oldu. Ciinkii
onlar sOylediginde bende sOyle bir gdzden gecirdim. O arkadagim neden bdyle demis
olmal1 ki diye diisiindiim. Bana kendi fikrim yanlis geldiginde ona katildim bazen,
bazen de onun fikrinin yanlis oldugunu goriince kendi fikrimi savundum (Goriisme

Kaydi: AS).
Ogrencilerin Cizimlerine iliskin Bulgular

Asagida galigmaya katilan 6grencilerin ¢izmis olduklart resimler ve ¢izimlere dayali olarak

yapmis olduklart agiklamalar yer almaktadir.

Sekil 1. A1'in diyalojik ogretimle iglenen ders ile daha 6nceki dersleri karsilagtiran resmi

Sekil 1°de verilen Al ¢iziminde 6nceki derslere (sagda) normal ders diyerek “Cok az
kisi parmak kaldirir ve genellikle 6gretmenimiz konusur. Konusan kisi ¢ok azdir.”
yorumunu yapmistir. GDO konusuna iligkin diyalojik 6gretimle islenen derse (solda) iliskin
resimde ise tiim ogrenciler parmak kaldirmaktadir. Ogrencilerin derste aktif katilimlarina
dikkat ¢cekmis ve agiklamasini, “Herkes parmak kaldirir ve birbirlerimizle tartisarak kendi

fikirlerimizi savunuruz.” seklinde yapmustir.
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Sekil 2. 42 'nin diyalojik 6gretimle islenen ders ile daha onceki dersleri karsilastiran resmi

Sekil 2°de verilen A2 ¢iziminde Onceki derslere (solda) iliskin Ogretmeninin ve
sadece bir arkadasinin mikrofonunu agik olarak ¢izmistir. Diger tiim Ogrencilerin derste
mikrofonlar: kapalidir. Ogretmen, “Arkadaslar bugiin yeni konuya gegiyoruz kitaplarinizi
acin!” derken, mikrofonu agik olan G6grenci “Ben sayfa 5° teki 3. soruyu anlamadim.”
demektedir. Ogretmen-6grenci etkilesimi bu konusmaya dayalidir. A¢iklamasini da “Onceki
derslerde Ogretmen konuyu anlatiyor, biz ise aklimizdaki sorulari ve Ogretmenimizin

sorduklarii cevapliyorduk.” seklinde yapmustir.

GDO konusunda islenen derse (sagda) iliskin ¢izim ve agiklamasinda 6gretmen ve
bes 6grencinin mikrofonlar1 agik olarak ¢izilmistir. Konusan 6grencilerden biri “Ben 4.
cikolatay1 segerdim ¢iinkii asgari ticretle ¢alisan biri” derken digeri “Hilal’e katiliyorum” bir
digeri ise “Ben 2. ¢ikolatay1 secerdim ¢iinkii pahali olmasinin sebebi organik olmasi”
seklinde gortis belirtmektedirler. Dolayisiyla daha fazla 6grencinin derste konustuguna ve
ogrencilerin goriglerinin de farklilastigina dikkat c¢ekmistir. Agiklamasimi da “GDO’lu
dersimizde arastirdigimiz konuyu arkadaglarimizla birlikte paylastik 6gretmenimiz ise s6z
hakki siralamamizi belirledi. Yani bu derste 0gretmenimiz yerine biz konuyu tartistik.”

seklinde goriisiinii yazmistir.
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Sekil 3. 43iin diyalojik 6gretimle islenen ders ile daha dnceki dersleri karsilastiran resmi

Sekil 3’de verilen A3 ¢iziminde Onceki derslere (sagda) iliskin 6gretmenin kapali
uclu sorusuna yonelik iki 6grenci ile yaptigi kisa etkilesimi ortaya koymustur. Belirtmis
oldugu etkilesim kalib1 fen siniflarinda ¢ok kullanildigi goriilen ve geleneksel 6gretime
isaret eden IR (Baslatma-yanit) ve IRE (Baslatma-yanit-degendirme) olarak gegen otoriter

etkilesimli iletisimsel yaklagimdir.

Diyalojik 6gretime dayali islenen derse (solda) iliskin ¢izim ve agiklamasinda
O0gretmenin sinifinda verdigi senaryoya iliskin farkli 6grencilerden aldigi goriiglere yer
vermistir. Yazmis oldugu notta 6grenci “Bence arastirma yapip tartisti§imiz bu ders daha
eglenceli diger normal derslerimizde eglenceli ama bunun gibi olmamisti.” yorumunu
yapmistir. A3 dgrencisinin ¢iziminin altindaki agiklamalardan diyalojik 6gretimin 6gretmen-

ogrenci etkilesimini degistirdigi ve dersi eglenceli kildig1 anlagilmaktadir.
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Sekil 4. A4 ’iin diyalojik 6gretimle islenen ders ile daha onceki dersleri karsilastiran resmi
Sekli 4’de verilen A4 ¢iziminde onceki derslerde (solda) tek bir G6grencinin
konustugu, GDO konusunda diyalojik 6gretimle islenen derste (sagda) dort 6grencinin de
konustugunu konusma baloncuklariyla gostermistir. A4 6grencisin her zamanki ders olarak

cizdigi soldaki resmin agiklamasini su sekilde yazmaistir:

Her zamanki gibi 6gretmenimiz bize konular anlatir veya sorular ¢ozerdik. Sorularda
her zaman tek bir cevap olurdu. Sorular1 yanlis yapanlar 6gretmenimize neden kendi
yaptiklarinin olmadigin1 ve agiklamayi isterlerdi. Bazen de 6gretmenimizin yaptigi
aciklama yeterli olurdu, itiraz etmezdik. Yani anlamadigimiz yerlerde 6gretmenimize

sorular sorardik. Dogru cevabi 6grenirdik” (Yazili agiklama: A4).

A4 oOgrencisi GDO’ya dayali diyalojik &gretimle islenen sagdaki resmin

aciklanmasini su sekilde yazmistir

Diger derslerimizden daha farkli bir ders isledik. Konumuz GDO’ydu. GDO
hakkinda arastirmalar yaptik ve derse hazirlikli bir sekilde geldik. Konumuz agik bir
konuydu, herhangi bir dogru cevabi yoktu. Bu yiizden epey bir arkadaslarimizla
tartistik. Herkes kendi fikrini ortaya koyuyor ve savunuyordu. Bu konuda herkesin

diisiincesi farkliydi ve bodylece dersimizi kendi fikir ve diisiincelerimizi savunarak

giizel bir sekilde bitirdik (Yazili agiklama: A4).

Sekil 5. A5 in diyalojik ogretimle islenen ders ile daha onceki dersleri karsilastiran resmi
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Sekil 5’de verilen A5 ¢iziminde dnceki derslere (solda) iligskin ¢izmis oldugu resimde

Ogretmen “Atom nedir? Atomun ¢ekirdeginde neler vardir?” sorusunu sormakta, bir 6grenci
ise “Atom maddenin en kii¢iik yapitasidir. Atomun ¢ekirdeginde proton ve ndtron vardir.”

seklinde cevap vermektedir.

GDO konusuna iligkin diyalojik olarak islenen derste (sagda) ise 6gretmenin yaninda
siniftaki dgrencilerin ¢ogunun adi yazmaktadir. Ogretmen, “Gozleri gérmeyen 500.000
cocuk i¢in altin piring {iretir misiniz?” sorusunu sormaktadir ve Ogrencilerin goriisli
konusma baloncuklariyla agiklanmaktadir. Resmin altina da agiklama olarak “A vitamini
eksikligi ceken cocuklar icin kurtarici altin pirince karsiyim. Asla iiretmem. Gozleri

diizelecek derken genetigi degistirilmis altin piring bagka hastaliklara neden olur. Cocuklarin

gozleri i¢cin mutlaka bagka bir ¢oziim bulunabilir.” yazmuistir.

Sekil 6. A6 'nin diyalojik 6gretimle islenen ders ile daha onceki dersleri karsilastiran resmi

Sekil 6°da verilen 6 onceki derslere iliskin (sagda) ¢iziminde 6gretmeninin ve sadece
bir arkadasmmin mikrofunu agiktir. Diger tiim Ogrencilerin derste mikrofonu kapalidir.
Resimde 6gretmen derste isleyecekleri konuyu sdylerken mikrofonu agik olan 6grenci de
“Ogretmenim konu zor mu?” diye sormaktadir. Ogretmen-dgrenci etkilesimi bu konusmaya
dayalidir. Acgiklamasmi da “Onceki derslerde 6gretmen konuyu anlatiyor ve daha sonrasinda

birlikte sorular ¢oziiyoruz.” seklinde yapmustir.

GDO konusuna iligkin diyalojik olarak islenen derse iligskin (solda) ¢iziminde sadece
iki arkadaginin mikrofonu kapaliyken siniftaki diger Ogrencilerin tiimiiniin mikrofonu

aciktir. Konusan ogrencilerden de biiylik bir ¢ogunlugu GDO ya iliskin “sagliks1z” derken,
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bir 6grenci “saghklidir” yanitini vermistir. Dolayisiyla daha fazla Ogrencinin derste

konustuguna dikkat ¢ekmistir. Agiklamasi da “Bu derste diger derslerden farkli olarak

arastirdigimiz GDO konusunu 6gretmenimiz ve arkadaslarimiza anlattik.” seklindedir.
Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Bu ¢alismada, sosyobilimsel bir konu olan GDO konusunda gerceklesen diyalojik 6gretim
ortamina iliskin olarak 6grenci goriisleri alinmis ve Ogrencilerden daha once islenen fen
dersleri ile diyalojik 6gretimin yapildig1 derse iliskin gorsel modellemelerini resim ¢izerek
aciklamalar1 istenmistir. Ogrenci katkilarinin  degerli gériildiigii diyalog bigiminde
gergeklesen diyalojik 6gretim uygulamalari, sosyobilimsel konularla ilgili 68rencilerin bakis
acilarini ifade etmesi ve baskalarinin bakis agilarint gérme ve onlar hakkinda diigiinme
firsatlarin1 0grencilere sunmasi agisindan onemlidir (Ratcliffe ve Grace 2003; Zeidler,
Sadler, Applebaum ve Callahan, 2009). Ogrencilerin bakis acilarin1 dikkate alan ve onlar
etkilesimli bir bigimde siirece dahil eden diyalojik sinif uygulamalarinin ortaya ¢ikmasi, fen
ogretmenlerinin {izerine yeni sorumluluklar yliklemektedir. Ciinkii fen 6gretmenlerinin ¢ogu,
tartigmalar1 yonetmek i¢in gerekli olan &gretme stratejilerine sahip degildirler (Bryce ve
Gray, 2004). Bu baglamda calismadan 6nce oldukga otoriter sdylemleri dersinde kullandig1
goriilen bir fen Ogretmenine 12 hafta boyunca diyalojik 6gretime yonelik egitimler
verilmistir. Aragtirmalar, 6grencilerin katkilarinin 6gretmen tarafindan dikkate alinmasinin
sinif sdylemine dgrencilerin katilimini ve ilgisini destekledigini isaret etmektedir (Nystrand,
katkilarinin etkilesimlerin yoniinii degistirmesine ya da Ogrencilerin fikirlerinin sonraki
tartismalara yon vermesine veya bir 6grenci tarafindan ortaya konulan yeni bakis agilarinin
daha detayli ele alinmasina izin vermesi ile gosterilebilir (Nystrand, 1997). Boylece
ogrenciler smif sdyleminin mesru katilimcilar1 olarak konumlandirilir. Calismada da
Ogrencilerin goriisme bulgular1 incelendiginde; ozellikle smif i¢i konumlandirmalarina
iligkin goriismeye katilan tiim 6grenciler diyalojik 6gretim yapilan derslerde 6gretmenlerini
kutup yildizina yani rehbere benzetmisler, kendilerini ise fikirlerini o6zgiirce soyleyip

savunan, arastiran derse aktif katilan katilimcilar olarak konumlandirmislardir.

Yine ¢izilen resimlerde de dgrencilerin sosyobilimsel bir konu olan GDO konusunda
diyalojik 6gretimle islenen derslerde kendilerini daha aktif ve derse daha ¢ok katilan olarak
konumlandirdiklar goriilmiistiir. Han Tosunoglu ve Irez’e (2019) gore, “SBK &gretimini
gergeklestirecek bir 6gretmen diyaloga dayali 6gretim yaklasimini benimsemis, SBK ile

ilgili alan bilgisine sahip, sinif i¢inde 6gretmen merkezli yaklasimdan ¢ok 6grenci merkezli
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bir yaklasim sergileyen” (s.395), dolayisiyla “sinifta kendini bir otoriteden ¢ok tartismaya

katk: saglayan biri olarak konumlandirmalidir” (s. 393). Bu baglamda 6grencilerle yapilan
goriismelerde Ogretmen-6grenci konumlandirmalart 6grenci merkezli yaklasima isaret
etmektedir. Caligmaya katilan tim 6grencilerin diyalojik 6gretimle islenen derslere iliskin
resimlerinin agiklamalarinda kendilerine otorite tarafindan dikte edilen ifadeler yerine kendi
secimlerini yansitabilmeleri sinif sdylemlerinde yer aldiklari bir 6grenme ortamin
olustugunu gostermektedir. Smif i¢i tartigsmalardaki seslerin ¢esitliliginin 6grenci 6zerkligi
ile saglanabilecegine dikkat ¢ceken Karahan’a (2021) gore, “faillik kavramimin smif igi
sOylemlerde belirginlesmesi sosyobilimsel konular 6zelinde fen okuryazarli§i hedefine

ulasilmasinda dikkate deger bir 6neme sahiptir (s. 45).

Arastirmaya katilan tim Ogrenciler diyalojik 6gretimde sinif normlart agisindan;
Ogretmenleri tarafindan sorular1 cevaplamada yeterli diisiinme zamaninin tanindigini ve
sorular hakkinda yeterli konusma siiresi aldiklarmi belirtmislerdir. Ogretmen-6grenci
etkilesimlerinde Ogretmenler Ogrencilerden gelecek cevaplar icin yeterli bekleme siiresi
tamimalidir. Yeterli bekleme siiresinin taninmast &grencilerin  diisiinmelerine olanak
tanimanin yaninda, daha uzun ve gerekgeli ciimleler kurmalarina, cevaplardaki cesitliligin
artmasina ve analiz ve sentez basamagina yonelmelerine olanak tanimaktadir (Ingram ve
Elliott, 2014). Yine tiim oOgrenciler 6gretmenin kendilerine esit s6z hakki verdigini ve
diisiince ve fikirlere saygi duydugunu belirtmistir. Baz1 6grenciler ise demokratik, adil ve
ozgiir stif ortaminim onlara saglandigma dikkat ¢ekmistir. Han Tosunoglu ve irez (2019)
"SBK 0Ogretimi i¢in isbirlik¢i, demokratik ve bireylerin birbirlerinin fikirlerine saygi
duydugu bir O6grenme ortamimin” (s.399) olusmasmin 6nemli oldugunu belirtmistir.
Gorlisme yapilan tiim 6grenciler farkl fikirlerin paylasilip tartisildig bir ortam olustuguna
dikkat c¢ekerken, bazilar1 fikirlere miidahale edilmemesine, arkadaglariyla tartisarak

ogrenmeye ve derste bilimsel anlamda tek bir cevap aranmadigina vurgu yapmuistir.

Goriismeye katilan tiim 6grenciler diyalojik 6gretime dayali islenen dersin eglenceli
ve ilgi ¢ekici oldugunu belirtirken dersin bu sekilde islenmesinin onlarda merak, ilgi ve istek
olusturdugunu ifade etmistir. Smit, Brabander ve Matens’in (2014) calisma bulgularina
gore; Ogrenciler 0grenme ortamlarinda etkili bir role sahip olmalart durumunda 6grenme
adina daha fazla ¢aba sarf etmekte ve daha yiiksek bir haz duygusuyla 6grenme siirecine
dahil olmaktadirlar. Yine Cornelius-White’in (2007) yaptig1 c¢alismada Ggrencilerin
ogrenmenin merkezinde yer aldigi yaklasimlarin 6grenci katilimini, motivasyonunu, 6z

saygisin1 ve sosyal etkilesimini arttirdig1 ortaya konmustur. Diger taraftan iki 6grenci ise
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arkadaslar1 kendilerinin fikirlerine katilmadiklarinda {iziildiiklerini bunun da onlarda

Olumsuz bir duygu olusturdugunu ifade etmislerdir. Bu durumun da muhtemelen
ogrencilerin boyle bir durumla ilk kez karsilasmis olduklarindan ve alisik olmadiklar: bir

durum olmamasindan kaynaklanmis olabilecegi diistiniilmiistiir.

Goriismeye katilan bazi 6grenciler diyalojik 6grenme ortaminda olusan birtakim
unsurlar1 begenmediklerini dile getirmislerdir. Ogrenciler, zaman zaman hep bir agizdan
konusulmasina ve konusmalarin anlasilmamasina, fikirlere zaman zaman akranlari
tarafindan miidahale edilmesine ve ders siiresinin yetersiz olduguna dikkat ¢ekmistir.
Diyalojik 6gretim yapildig1 siiflarda o6zellikle konugma kurallarmin oturmasi zaman
alabilmektedir. Cobb, Gravemeijer, Yackel, McClain ve Whitenack (1997) ¢agdas 6gretim
yaklagimlarmin deger verdigi becerilerin kazandirilmasina yonelik normlarin olusturulmasi
gerektigi, buna ters diisen normlarin ise terk edilmesi gerektigi yoniinde ugras gdstermek
lizere smif igi normlar kavrami iizerine yogunlasmislardir. Ozmantar, Bingélbali, Demir,
Saglam ve Keser (2009), smif i¢ci normlari su sekilde Ozetlemislerdir; diislincelerin
aciklanmasi, disiincelerin gerekgelerinin  sunulmasi, biitiin 6grencilerin ¢ekinmeden
fikirlerini paylagmalari, sinifta paylasilan tiim diislincelerin 6grenciler tarafindan
anlagilmaya calisilmasi, biitlin Ogrencilerin yapilan g¢aligmalara katilip katilmadiklarini
belirtmesi, farkli aciklamalar {retilmesi, agiklamalarin dogrulugunun sorgulanmasi

seklindedir.

Diyalojik 6grenme ortaminda 6grenci-Ogrenci etkilesimi cergevesinde goriismeye
katilan O6grencilerden yaris1 akranlarinin konuyla ilgili goriislerinin onlarin fikirlerini
etkilemediklerine yani yine kendi arglimanlarini savunduklarimi belirtirken diger yarisi
arkadaglarinin  argiimanlarin1  duyduklarinda fikirlerinde degisim olduklarin1  dile
getirmislerdir. Gorligmeye katilan 6grencilerin ¢izimleri ve yorumlar: incelendiginde ise;
ogretmenin onceki fen derslerinde otoriter yaklasimlart kullanarak 6grencilerin akranlari ile
etkilesime ge¢cmelerine yeterince imkén taninmadigi goriilmistiir. Bulgular Tsai (2002)
tarafindan yapilan smiflandirmada ortaya konulan geleneksel 6gretmenlerin ozellikleri ile
ortismektedir. Bu smiflandirmada geleneksel ogretmenlerin fen Ogretimine bakis1 ve
uygulamalar1 su sekilde degerlendirilmistir: Fen en iyi, Ogretmenden oOgrenciye bilgi
aktarimiyla gergeklesir. Bu bakis acisin1 dogrulayici davranislar ise sunlardir: Bilgi aktarimi;
ilk cevabi verme; belli, net tanimlamalar yapma; kesin, dogru agiklamalar verme, bilimsel
gergekler veya olgulart sunma seklindedir. Literatiir incelendiginde, Akis (2012) tarafindan,

otoriter ve diyalojik sdylemin ortaya ¢iktigi simif ortamlar1 karsilagtirilarak aralarindaki
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farkliliklar ortaya konmaya ¢alisilmistir. Otoriter Ogretmene gore Ogretmen, bilginin

kaynagt; 0grenci ise dogruyu bulmaya calisan ve 6gretmeni onaylayan kisidir. Diyalojik
Ogretmene gore OZretmen ise, Ogrencilerin farkli fikirlerini 6nemseyen, onlar1 dinleyen,
yargilamayan ve yeni fikirler liretmeleri i¢in onlar1 cesaretlendiren; 6grenci ise fikir iireten,
baskalariin fikirlerini 6nemseyen, dinleyen ve tartisan kisidir. Yine tiim resimler otoriter ve
diyalojik 6grenme ortamlarini bu acgidan ¢ok net olarak ortaya koymaktadir. Buna ek olarak
bazi ¢izimler (Sekil 3 ve Sekil 5) fen 6gretimi sirasinda dgretmenlerin kullandiklart sorular
gozlemlendiginde genelde diisiik bilissel seviyeli sorular kullandiklar1 tespit edilmistir.
Oysaki Yilmaz’a (2017) gore, iiretken O0gretmen konusmalart 6grenciyi muhakemeye
yoneltirken derin olmayan sorular kisa cevapli, dogru yanlis tiirlindeki cevaplarin
verilmesine neden oldugundan 6grencinin cevabini sinirlandirir ya da cevap alinamamasina

neden olur.

Smif i¢i sOylemleri arastiran g¢alismalar fen egitiminde Onem kazanmaktadir.
Yildirim, Ugak ve Savran Gencer (2021) tarafindan yapilan ¢alismada sinif i¢i konugsmalara
dayal1 yayinlarin 6zellikle Web of Science’ da diger alan indeksli dergilere gore daha fazla
yaymlandigi ve bu alanda yapilan calismalarinin sayisinin giin gectikge arttigi ortaya
konmustur. Sinif i¢i konugmalardan 6zellikle diyalojik 6gretime dayali yayimnlarin da sayisi
dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Ancak iilkemiz acisindan bakildiginda Ulakbim ve tez g¢alismalari

incelendiginde diyalojik 6gretime iliskin ¢aligmalar ¢ok sinirlidir.

Caligsma sosyobilimsel konularin 6gretimi agisindan degerlendirildiginde; SBK’nin
dogas1 geregi 6gretim ortaminin diyalojik ve yansitict olmasi gerekmektedir (Lee vd., 2013).
Saunder ve Rennie’nin de (2013) SBK o6gretiminin didaktik ve 0gretmen merkezli bir
yaklagim ile miimkiin olamayacagini ve SBK 6gretim siirecindeki sorgulamanin bir karar
vermekten c¢ok farkli bakis agilarmin farkina varilmasimmi saglamak oldugunu
vurgulamaktadir. Yine Sadler’in (2011) SBK 6gretimi i¢in ortaya koydugu modelde sinif
ortaminin 6nemli oldugu, 6grenci ve O6gretmenin kendini siif ortaminda giivende ve
demokratik bir ortamda hissetmesi gerektigi vurgulanmaktadir. Dolayisiyla 6gretmenlerden
herkesin fikirlerini agik¢a ortaya koyacagi demokratik ve agik fikirli bir simif ortami
olusturmalar1 beklenmektedir. SBK siniflarinda, 6grenciler, 6grenmelerinin isbirligi ve
epistemolojik anlayislarin karsilikli olarak sekillendirilmesi yoluyla ilerlemesine izin veren

cesitli s0ylem bigimlerine katilmaya tesvik edilmelidir.

Kanadli (2012) ile Ugak (2014) ¢alismalarindan elde edilen bulgular da 6gretmenlere

ve Ogretmen adaylarina egitim verildiginde egitimler sonunda diyalojik sdylemleri
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simiflarina entegre edebildikleri goriilmiistiir. Bu baglamda calismada 6gretmen ve 6gretmen

adaylarina diyalojik 6gretime yonelik farkindalik olusturmak amaciyla egitimlerin verilmesi
gerektigi Onerilmektedir. Diyalojik 0Ogretime iliskin 6gretmen deneyimlerini yansitan
caligmalar yapilabilir. Ayrica calisma diyalojik 6gretime dayali ders islenen siniflarda
Ogrenci goziiyle bakis agisini ortaya koyan ilk calismadir. Dolayisiyla daha fazla ¢alisma
yapilip 6grenci goziiyle smf i¢i uygulamalar ortaya konulabilir. Ozellikle Hajhosseiny
(2012) tarafindan yapilan calismada sokratik diyalogun uygulandig1 gruptaki 6grencilerin
elestirel diistinme ve sosyal iletisim (0rn. birbirlerini tanima, dostluk ve samimiyet, diyalog
egilimi, sorumluluk, smif dinamizmi, G6gretmenle iletisim, egitmenle olan samimiyet)
becerilerinde gelisme oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu tiir iist diizey becerilere ait 6zelliklerin
gelismesi i¢in de siniflarda diyalojik 6gretimin 6nemli oldugu diistiniilmektedir. Dolayisiyla

tiim bu unsurlar da farkli calismalarda irdelenebilir.

Etik Kurul izin Bilgisi: Bu arastirma, Pamukkale Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimleri
Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Kurulunun 25/02/2021 tarihli 68282350/2018/G04 say:li

karari ile alinan izinle yiiriitiilmiistiir.
Yazar Cikar Catismasi Bilgisi Makalenin yazarlar: arasinda ¢ikar ¢atismasi yoktur.

Yazar Katkisi: Arastirmanin tiim asamalarinda yazarlar esit katki vermistir.
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Abstract

Although studies show that dialogic teaching is feasible and useful, the existing research has
revealed that the authoritative discourse in which the teacher directs discussions tends to dominate.
The current study investigated how students positioned themselves concerning the subject addressed
in a dialogic learning environment. To this end, a science teacher, who was determined to have
highly authoritative discourses, was asked to construct a dialogic lesson design on GMOs, a socio-
scientific issue, after 12 weeks of training on dialogic teaching and communicative communication
approach. After the application, semi-structured interviews were conducted with six students to elicit
their opinions about the delivered lessons. Moreover, the same six students were asked to compare
the dialogically instructed lessons with their previous science lessons by means of drawings and to
explain their drawings. In the findings, the student's opinions about the themes of teacher and student
roles, classroom norms, learning environment, student characteristics, and student-student interaction
in dialogic teaching were revealed, and the dialogic learning environment was interpreted on the
basis of the students’ drawings. When the data obtained from the student interviews were examined,
especially for classroom norms, it was found that all students likened their teacher to the pole star;
that is, a guide and positioned themselves as participants who freely talked about and defended their
opinions, researched and actively participated in the lesson. When the drawings and explanations of
the students were examined, it was determined that the teacher allowed students to express their
opinions and thoughts in the lessons instructed dialogically compared to the previous lessons, and
thus more student participation was achieved in the dialogically delivered lessons.
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Introduction

Dialogue in the learning environment is seen as an exchange of ideas as a means of
reconciliation and gaining knowledge that students could not acquire on their own
previously (Game & Metcalfe, 2009). In other words, individuals train themselves and other
participants through the intense social interaction experienced in the dialogue process.
Dialogue, therefore, has pedagogical potential. It takes its power from social interaction,
which is also the basis of social constructivist philosophy. For this reason, researchers have
used the concept of dialogic teaching with the conviction that learning and teaching also
have a socio-cultural aspect (e.g., Alexander, 2006; Nystrand, Gamoran, Kachur &
Prendergast, 1997). Alexander (2006) states that spoken language plays a central role in
teaching as it provides an opportunity to influence students’ thinking processes through their
involvement in classroom discourse and emphasizes that dialogic teaching uses this power
of speech to engage students, activate and expand their thinking and improve their learning

and understanding.

The most critical consideration in dialogic teaching is the extent to which students
are given active roles as participants in constructing their knowledge base in classroom
conversation (van Zee, Iwasyk, Kurose, Simpson, & Wild, 2001). Therefore, the role of the
teacher in dialogic teaching is to create an interactive space for students to talk and think
together. In this way, the interaction begins between students (van der Veen, van Kruistum
and Michaels, 2015), which supports discovering different views and understandings
(Nystrand, Wu, Gamoran, Zeiser, & Long, 2003). Other essential features of dialogic
teaching are student autonomy and the fact that students are allowed, at least to some degree,
to influence the course of events in the classroom (Reznitskaya and Gregory, 2013).
Questioning in dialogic teaching that engages students in rich and stimulating discourse in a
way that allows different voices to be heard deepens thinking and develops mental activity
and higher-order thinking skills (Chin, 2006).

In connection with the classroom discourse, researchers have made definitions for
the empirical study of the classroom discourse. A classroom discourse, in which a wide
variety of ideas are represented, including students’ perspectives, has been described as
dialogic (Mortimer & Scott, 2003; Nystrand, 1997). In contrast, the classroom discourse in
which attention is focused on a particular point of view and ready-made information is
conveyed is defined as authoritative by Mortimer and Scott (2003) and monologic by

Nystrand (1997). The main feature of the authoritative discourse is the domination of the test
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questions whose answers have already been known by the teacher (Nystrand, 1997). In

addition, authoritative discourse typically involves a clear assessment of students’
contributions by the teacher (Scott, Mortimer & Aguiar, 2006) and is often exhibited
through an IRE pattern defined as teacher initiation—student response—teacher evaluation
(Mortimer and Scott, 2003). In this way, the teacher exercises tight control over classroom
discourse while being positioned as the primary source of knowledge. On the contrary, the
essential feature of dialogic discourse is the use of genuine questions by the teacher (Scott et
al., 2006). In other words, the feature of such questions is that they aim to reveal students'
thoughts and that there is no direct teacher evaluation (Almahrouqi & Scott, 2012; Scott &
Ametller, 2007; Scott et al., 2006). Instead, teachers use student contributions by integrating
student responses into subsequent questions or focusing on perspectives put forward by
students. In this way, students are positioned as important contributors to classroom

discourse.

Dialogic teaching is attracting considerable attention in science education as it
provides students with more opportunities to speak, make meaning and learn in fairer
learning environments (Resnick, Asterhan & Clarke, 2015). In science lessons, dialogic
teaching can be understood as the interaction between the participants in the classroom and
the teacher’s management of the dialogue between different ideas (for example, everyday
knowledge and scientific knowledge) (Mortimer & Scott, 2003). Ulu (2017) emphasized that
“the teaching process should be moved away from authoritative discourse, which focuses on
a single view, where the boundaries of the content are drawn, the teacher directs the speech,
and the student's ideas are ignored” (p. 623) in science lessons and stated that dialogic
teaching should be preferred in classroom practices to combat authoritative teaching.

The Significance of the Study in terms of Science Teaching

Although studies are showing that dialogic teaching is feasible and useful (Billings &
Fitzgerald, 2002; Kutnick & Colwell, 2010; Mercer & Littleton, 2007; Scott, Ametller,
Mortimer & Emberton, 2010), the existing research has revealed that the authoritative
discourse in which discussions are directed by the teacher with an emphasis on teaching
science content tends to dominate (Hofstein, Eilks & Bybee, 2011; Kiling, Demiral &
Kartal, 2017; Levinson, 2004; Levinson et al., 2001; Osborne, Duschl & Fairbrother, 2002;
Ratcliffe & Millar, 2009; Tidemand Nielsen, 2017) and thus, a little space is allocated to
student perspectives in the classroom discourse (Lyons, 2006; Osborne et al., 2002).

According to Corden (2009), this is probably because teachers did not encounter this type of
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teaching while they were students, and they did not receive any training on it in their pre-

service training.

When the literature is examined, it is seen that the studies mentioned above focus on
teacher talk. However, no research has been found in which students’ views on dialogic and
authoritative classroom environments are investigated. However, students’ views on dialogic
teaching are also critical. In this regard, in the current study, a science teacher who was
observed to have highly authoritative discourses as a result of the analysis of the recordings
of whose previous lessons were instructed on dialogic teaching and then the opinions of the
students on the dialogic lessons delivered by this teacher on the subject of genetically
modified organisms (GMOs), a socio-scientific issue, were elicited and subsequently, the
students were asked to explain their visual modeling about the previously delivered science
lessons and the science lesson dialogically instructed on the subject of GMOs through
drawings. Within the context of the current study, presenting dialogic content on GMOs will
provide guidance to teachers in achieving GMO-related objectives addressed within the
subject of biotechnology, a theme of science ethics in the course of Science Applications.

Purpose of the Study

In the current study, while dialogic teaching on a socio-scientific issue in science teaching
was being carried out, an analysis of the lessons constructed on the basis of the
communicative approach developed by Mortimer and Scott (2003) and dialogic discourses
was performed from the eyes of the students. In the current study, which included a teacher
who aimed to develop student participation and independence and make meaningful learning
possible, the collected data were analyzed in terms of teacher-student interactions and the
positioning of the students. In particular, how the teacher positioned the students in a
dialogic learning environment and how they positioned themselves as participants in the
classroom practices in relation to the subject being discussed were examined. In this

connection, the following questions guided the study:

1. What are the students’ opinions about the lesson carried out through dialogic
teaching on GMOs as a socio-scientific issue?
2. What is the students’ mental modeling about the lesson carried out through dialogic

teaching on GMOs as a socio-scientific issue and the previous science lessons?
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Method

Research Design

The current study employed a qualitative research design. Qualitative research can be
defined as “research in which qualitative data collection methods such as observation,
interview, and document analysis are used, and a qualitative process is followed to reveal
perceptions and events in a natural environment in a realistic and holistic manner” (Yildirim
& Simsek, 2006, p. 39). A holistic single case study design was used in the current study
since there was only one analysis unit consisting of students in a dialogic learning
environment. The research was carried out in line with ethical principles with the approval
of Pamukkale University Social and Human Sciences Scientific Research and Publication
Ethics Committee with the decision dated 25/02/2021 and numbered 68282350/2018/G04.

Study Group

The science teacher of the purposefully selected study group has 14 years of professional
experience and took the elective course Dialogical Teaching and Communicative Approach
in Science Teaching within the scope of the non-thesis master’s program of Pamukkale
University. The course's main objective, which the first author conducted for three hours a
week during an academic term, includes the use of dialogic teaching in the meaningful
learning of science lessons targeting the course objectives in accordance with the secondary
school science curriculum. After completing the course, the teacher of the study group
wanted to create a lesson design based on dialogic teaching on the subject of GMOs as a
socio-scientific issue and to conduct the lesson in that way. The teacher was invited to
participate in the current study as she had chosen the course voluntarily and was seen to be
quite authoritative in his previous lessons on socio-scientific issues and other science
subjects. In line with the ethical principles of the study, the name of the teacher was kept

confidential and coded as teacher A in the study.

The setting in which this study was carried out is a public secondary school with a
low socio-economic level in the province of Denizli in the second term of the 2020-2021
school year. The study group is comprised of twenty 8" grade students aged 13-14. After
completing the application, semi-structured interviews were conducted with a total of six
students from the teacher’s class. Two of these students constantly preferred to participate in
class activities, two of them preferred to participate from time to time, and two never

preferred to participate, and the drawings of the same students were included in the study. In
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compliance with the ethical rules of the study, the students were coded as Al, A2, A3, A4,

A5, and A6. Due to COVID-19, the lessons were conducted online. The students were
invited to participate in the study in accordance with the ethical principles. The parent
consent form was sent to the student's families, and they were asked to declare by signing
whether or not they allowed their child to participate in the study. In this context, the
students and families were informed about the general purpose of the study and the fact that
their participation in the study should be on a volunteer basis. They were told that their

names would be kept confidential and that they could leave the study whenever they wanted.
Data Collection Tools

Different data collection tools were used in the current study, including the video recordings
of the classroom practices of the teacher, the interviews conducted with the students and the

drawings produced by the students.
Video recordings of the classroom practices

In the study, the video recordings of the teacher’s lessons were used in order to see the
lessons of teacher A in terms of communicative approach before and during the study,
teacher-student interaction, teacher-student role, that is, the positioning of the teacher and

students in the classroom.
Interview form

As the data collection method, the semi-structured interview technique was used in the
study. This technique is advantageous in that it allows asking in-depth questions on a
specific topic and asking again if the answer is incomplete or unclear to make the situation
more descriptive and complete the answers (Cepni, 2007). The audio recordings of the
interviews conducted by one of the researchers with the participants were made with the
consent of the participants. After the interviews, the audio recordings were transcribed. The
interviews were carried out by adhering to an interview form prepared by the researchers. In
order to develop the interview form, first, questions that could best reflect the determined
purpose were developed. Clear and understandable questions were written in accordance
with the purpose of the study. The semi-structured interview form was subjected to expert
review. The prepared questions were given to two academicians who had studied this
subject, and they were asked to analyze the questions; then, the form was finalized in light of
the feedback provided by the experts. Moreover, the questions were asked to another student
who was not in the study group, and the comprehensibility of the questions was checked.
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The questions that were deemed meaningless and unnecessary were removed from the form,

and the interview form was given its final form. There is a total of 16 questions in the semi-

structured interview form.
The drawings produced by the students

The students were asked to compare the dialogically taught lessons on GMOs, a socio-
scientific issue, with the teacher’s previous science lessons by drawing pictures and writing

what the teacher and students are doing in the picture under the pictures they drew.
Data Collection

The data collection process is summarized below:

®,

%+ Teacher A, who voluntarily participated in the study, presented the 4-week lesson videos
that he had delivered and recorded online during the Covid-19 pandemic to the
researchers before the training he would receive. Two of the researchers watched the
recorded videos of the lessons and evaluated in terms of the communicative approach
developed by Mortimer and Scott (2003).

X/

% The teacher whose previous lessons were found to be delivered authoritatively and non-
interactively and authoritatively and interactively was given training for 12 weeks on the
following subjects: the constructivist approach theory and 5E model, social
constructivism, dialogic teaching, communicative approach, discourse and discourse
patterns, effective question asking strategies in the classroom, classroom norms, waiting
times, investigation of the lesson designs based on dialogic teaching and meaningful
learning of science subjects, the lesson design developed by Mortimer and Scott (2003)
on the subject of corrosion, argumentation, techniques to support classroom
communication such as concept cartoons, reading and interpreting articles written on the
subject in the literature, watching lessons videos presenting the examples of dialogic
teaching and the analysis of teacher-student, student-student communications in the
videos at the micro-level.

% After completing the training, the teacher designed the lesson according to the

biotechnology activity, which includes the subject of GMOs recommended being

covered within six class hours in the curriculum under the theme of science ethics in the

Course of Science Applications at the 8M-grade level. The teacher delivered his lessons

through dialogical teaching based on the communicative approach proposed by

Mortimer and Scott (2003) to ensure meaningful learning in science classes in such a
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way as to cover the discussion of the following objectives set in the curriculum:

explaining the concept of GMO, researching how GMO products are obtained,
evaluating how GMO products affect ecological balance and the economy of the
country, evaluating GMO products in terms of global hunger problems, deciding on

whether to consume GMO products or not and ethical issues related to GMO products.

X/
°e

After the completion of the lessons, semi-structured interviews were conducted with a
total of six students selected to include two students who constantly preferred to
participate in the activities, two students who preferred to participate in the activities
from time to time, and two students who never preferred to participate in the activities in
the class. Moreover, the students were asked to compare the lessons dialogically taught
and the science lessons previously delivered to them and to explain what they wanted to
express in their drawings under the drawings.

Data Analysis

Content analysis, one of the qualitative data analysis techniques, was used in the analysis of
the interview data. In content analysis, the data are analyzed in-depth, and in this way,
previously unknown themes and codes are created. The basic process in content analysis is
gathering similar data within the framework of certain concepts and themes and interpreting
them by arranging them in a way that the reader can understand. While conducting a content
analysis for this purpose, an inductive approach is followed (Yildirim and Simsek, 2006).
The reliability of the study was calculated using Miles and Huberman’s (1994) formula
[Reliability = agreement / (agreement + disagreement)]. The code reliability was calculated

to be 89%. The drawings were interpreted.
Findings
Findings Obtained from the Interviews Conducted with the Students

The data obtained from the interviews conducted with the students were subjected to content

analysis, and the findings obtained from this analysis are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Themes and Codes Obtained from Semi-Structured Interviews

Themes Codes Students Mentioning

Teacher-student The role of the teacher in the class
roles in the dialogic ~ Mirror (Reflecting information) -
teaching of a socio-  Pole star (A Guide) Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6

scientific issue The role of the student in the class
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Researching and actively participating in the Al, A3, A4, A5, A6

Classroom norms in
the dialogic teaching
of a socio-scientific

issue

The learning
environment in the
dialogic teaching of
a socio-scientific

issue

Student

characteristics in the

lesson

Freely expressing and defending his/her own Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6

ideas

Timing

Enough time to think while answering
questions

Enough time to talk about questions
Having the right to speak

The teacher’s giving equal right to speak
Respecting thoughts and ideas

The democratic, just, and free classroom
environment

The learning environment appreciated
An environment where different ideas are
shared and discussed

No intervention in ideas

Learning ideas by establishing connections
between them

There is no single correct answer

Making lessons enjoyable and interesting
The learning environment is not
appreciated

Everybody speaking at the same time
Intervention in ideas

Inadequate class time

Making changes in the learning
environment

Learning in different, crowded classrooms
Supporting the lesson with supplementary
materials

Emotions evoked by the lesson in the

student

Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6

Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6

Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6

Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6

Al, A3, Ad

Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6

Al, A3, A4, A5
A3, A4, A5, A6

A4, A5, A6
Al, A2, A3, A4, A5

Al, A6
A2, A6
A5

A2
Al
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dialogic teaching of  Positive emotions (curiosity, interest, like,  Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6

a socio-scientific willingness)

issue Both positive and negative emotions A3, A4
Student-student The effect of students on each other’s

interaction in the ideas

dialogic teaching of  Ideas not differentiating Al, A2, A3
a socio-scientific Ideas differentiating A4, A5, A6
issue

Teacher-student roles in the dialogic teaching of a socio-scientific issue

The participating students’ opinions about the themes emerging concerning the roles of the
teacher and students in the dialogic teaching of a socio-scientific issue are presented below.

Opinions about the roles of the teacher in the class. At the end of the lessons
taught with dialogic teaching, the students were asked, “Do you liken your teacher’s role to
a mirror or a pole star in recent lessons?”” All the students who participated in the interviews
stated that they likened the role of their teacher in the last lessons to a pole star. One of these

students (A4) expressed his/her opinions as follows:

In this lesson, | compared the role of our teacher to the one who guides us because
everyone was allowed to express their opinions about GMOs clearly, and he just
made his contributions. But if it were a normal science class, | would compare him to
the one who reflects his knowledge because, in other science lessons, my teacher
always talks about the subject and only helps us answer the questions. Then what he
does is to reflect the information to us (Interview Transcript: A4).
We discussed the subjects we researched by putting forward different ideas, and the
teacher was the one who offered guidance; that is, the right to speak. Therefore, I likened her

to a pole star (A5):

I would liken her [the teacher] to a pole star because he provided guidance; as
everybody did some research, everybody was putting forward different ideas, and
thus, we were able to learn different ideas. Therefore, he was the one who provided
guidance rather than the one who reflected information. We discussed the subjects
we had researched by putting forward different ideas; therefore, I compared him to a

pole star (Interview Transcript: A5).
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While teaching the lesson, he did not talk about his own ideas rather provided us

with the necessary guidance (Al): “I compared my teacher to a pole star in this lesson
because while teaching the lesson, he did not express his thoughts rather encouraged us to

speak and provided us with the necessary guidance” (Interview Transcript: Al).

Opinions about the role of the student in the lesson. Except for student A2, the
other students (Al, A3, A4, A5, Ab) stated that they researched the subject and participated
actively in the lesson. In addition, all the students stated that they freely expressed their
opinions and defended their views. Student Al stating that he/she defended his/her own
ideas and participated in the lesson, expressed his/her opinions as follows:

| was active and interested because | defended my ideas and participated in the

lesson. My participation in the lesson motivated me further. | also showed my

attentiveness by defending my ideas because | loved and interested in the lesson

(Interview Transcript: Al).

Pointing out that the students freely expressed their opinions and defended their own
ideas, the student A4 explained his/her opinions as follows:

| enjoyed the discussions and conversations we had in this lesson because everyone
was able to express their opinions openly and back up their views. They were able to
defend their ideas. | liked the discussions and conversations about GMOs (Interview
Transcript: A4).

The student A2 stating that their responsibilities in the lesson increased expressed

his/her opinions as follows:

| think it is different because, in a normal lesson, our teacher reads the questions
while conducting the lesson and gives the right to speak, etc. that is, the teacher
directs the lesson. In this lesson, we talked more and had more turns to speak. Our
teacher just asked questions in turn and got our ideas. In the discussion environment,
we usually talked. Our teacher did not give his opinion. In this way, we took more
responsibility. While we talked very little in a normal lesson, we already talked a lot
in this lesson, plus we needed to manage the discussion environment in the lesson. In
this way, we took more responsibility (Interview Transcript: A2).

Classroom norms in the dialogic teaching of a socio-scientific issue

The participating students expressed their opinions about timing and turned to speak about

classroom norms.
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Opinions related to timing: The students (Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6) stated that they

had sufficient time to think and talk about the question, and some students expressed their
opinions as follows: “Yes, it was enough. Anyway, everyone was allowed to think about
before the teacher gave time to talk, so our teacher gave enough time” (Interview Transcript:
Al). “Yes, my teacher gave us enough time to express our ideas after asking questions. We
even thought and reasoned a lot about the subject. He gave us a lot of time to express our
views” (Interview Transcript: A4). “Enough time was given; | normally do not use so much
time anyway, | give my answer shortly. So I think the time was enough. It was pretty good,

and the time given was enough” (Interview Transcript: A2).

Opinions about turn to speak. In terms of turn to speak, the students (Al, A2, A3,
A4, A5, A6) stated that the teacher gave equal right to speak to every student in the lesson
taught through dialogic teaching on a socio-scientific issue, and some students expressed

their opinions as follows:

Our teacher gave us the right to speak whenever we wanted. We were able to talk
whenever we wanted. We talked in turn; not any student talked more than another.
We talked in turn; everyone respected each other’s opinions. The lesson was carried
out in a just manner. It was good, so it was fun (Interview Transcript: A4).

We were given the right to speak in turn. In my opinion, this was better because
everyone had to speak; otherwise, some students would have spoken, while some
others would not have bothered to speak. They may have talked rarely. That is,
giving the right to speak in turn was highly efficient. This was good for me; | have
always wanted it to happen so (Interview Transcript: A2).

The students (Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6) stated that thoughts and ideas were

respected, and some of them expressed their opinions as follows:

My friends respected my opinion because no one interrupted me while | was
speaking. | also did not interrupt my friends while they were speaking. We respected
each other. I was very happy as they respected my opinion. | was very happy, but I
would have been very sad if my opinion had not been respected. | mean, if they had
interrupted my speech and not let me speak, | would have been very upset. But they
respected my opinion (Interview Transcript: A3).

| think my friends respected my opinion during the discussion because they were
understanding and stated their opinions about what | talked about by stating they

agreed or disagreed respectfully. They must have compared it with their ideas, as
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some said they agreed with me, and some said they didn’t. If they hadn’t respected

me, they wouldn’t have cared about me; they would have acted with their own ideas
and thoughts without ever questioning my opinion (Interview Transcript: A5).
Some students (A1, A3, A4) stated that the lessons were carried out in a democratic,

just, and free classroom environment and student A3 expressed his/her opinions as follows:

Yes, | was able to speak whenever | wanted. Everyone was able to speak equally
without interrupting each other. Everyone in the class was able to speak anyway,
because our teacher gave us the right to speak whenever we wanted. We didn’t
interrupt anyone (Interview Transcript: A3).

The learning environment in the dialogic teaching of a socio-scientific issue

The participating students expressed their likes and dislikes regarding the learning
environment in the dialogic teaching of a socio-scientific issue and the features they wanted

to change in the environment.

Opinions about the learning environment are appreciated. The features liked by
the students in the learning environment where a socio-scientific issue was taught through
dialogic teaching are that in the environment, different ideas were shared and discussed (Al,
A2, A3, A4, A5, Ab), that the sharing of the ideas was not interrupted (Al, A3, A4, Ab),
that the ideas were learned by establishing connections between them (A3, A4, A5, A6), that
there was no single correct answer in the dialogic teaching of a socio-scientific issue (A4,
A5, A6) and that the discussion of a socio-scientific issue made the lesson enjoyable and
interesting (Al, A2, A3, A4, A5).

The student A3, who pointed out that it was a classroom environment where different

ideas were shared and discussed, expressed his/her opinions as follows:

| really enjoyed the discussions we had about the lesson. The conversations we had,

the questions we discussed with our friends on a topic and our discussions about

them, I liked them all very much. Everyone was able to express their opinion clearly,

which I liked very much (Interview Transcript: A3).

Student A4, who pointed out that no intervention was made in ideas, expressed
his/her opinions as follows: “Our teacher and friends did not interrupt me. We conducted the
lesson without interrupting each other. We continued our lesson without offending and

upsetting each other. That is, nobody interrupted each other” (Interview Transcript: A4).
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The student A6, who pointed out that they learned the ideas by establishing

connections between them, expressed his/her opinions as follows:

| myself researched, but there might be some information that I could not find, but
my friends found. Or there might be some information | found, but my friends did
not see. What | saw during my research might not have been seen by my friends and
what they saw in their research might not have been seen by me; thus, we could
complete each other. It was nice for others to continue adding something to what one
of us had already said (Interview Transcript: A6).

The student A4, who pointed out that there was no single answer in the dialogic

teaching of a socio-scientific issue, expressed his/her opinions as follows:

| think that the lessons focused on the subject of GMOs were different from the
previous ones because everybody spoke in these lessons. Everybody expressed their
own opinions. Everyone was allowed to defend their opinions. As there is no single
answer to the issue of GMOs, everybody put forward their own opinions. Generally,
there is only one correct answer to a question in a normal science lesson. Everyone is
expected to say this correct answer. Therefore, | think these lessons differed from the
previous ones (Interview Transcript: A4).

The students Al and A4, who pointed out that it made the lesson enjoyable and

interesting, expressed their opinions as follows:

Yes, | think it was different because we are taught the subjects in the units in normal
science lessons, but here we were instructed on GMOs, a socio-scientific issue.
Everybody focused on the same issue, and thus, the lesson was more enjoyable.
Everybody defended their own ideas (Interview Transcript: Al).
It was good; the lesson was more exciting for us and thus we felt more enthusiastic.
This was because of the way we were taught the lesson (Interview Transcript: A4).
Opinions about the learning environment are not appreciated. The features not
liked by the students in the learning environment where a socio-scientific issue was taught
through dialogic teaching are that everybody spoke at the same time, that what was said was
not understood from time to time (Al, A6), that there occurred some interventions in ideas

(A2, A6) and that the lesson time was not enough (Ab).

The students A1 and A6, who pointed out that everybody spoke at the same time and
thus what was said was not understood from time to time, expressed their opinions as

follows: “While we were discussing, we all talked at the same time, and the answers given
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by some students were not understood; therefore, it did not like it (Interview Transcript:

Al). “For example, sometimes everyone wanted the right to speak. While one person was
talking, the other interrupted to say his/her opinions. I didn't like it” (Interview Transcript:
AB).

From among the students pointing to the interventions made in ideas, student A2
expressed his/her opinions as follows: “There were some students continuously interrupting
us. There were some students interrupting us; apart from this, the lesson was delightful”

(Interview Transcript: A2).

From among the students pointing out that the lesson time was inadequate, student
A5 expressed his/her opinions as follows: “Honestly, there wasn’t a feature I didn’t like very
much. It was very nice. What I didn’t like ... It was just a bit short; it would be better if it

took much longer than 6 lessons” (Interview Transcript: Ab).

Opinions about making changes in the learning environment. To the question
“What would you change in the learning environment where a socio-scientific issue was
taught with dialogic teaching, if you were allowed to do so?”, student A2 stated that he/she
would like to learn the subject in different, crowded classrooms and the student Al stated

that the lesson should be supported with supplementary materials.

The student A2, who pointed out that he/she would like to learn the subject in

different, crowded classrooms, expressed his/her opinions as follows:

Maybe it would be better if it was done with two classes instead of a single class, in a
more crowded environment because we know each other and thus, we can guess who
will say what but since we don’t know anyone from another class, it would be
different, it could be better (Interview Transcript: A2).

Student A1, who pointed out that the lesson should be supported with supplementary

materials, expressed his/her opinions as follows:

If I were allowed to make a change, |1 would like models to be made related to
GMOs. In other words, a tomato model can be made by putting pepper in it, that is,
by putting the inside of the pepper. | would like to make a model that can combine
two fruits (Interview Transcript: Al).

Student Characteristics in the Dialogic Teaching of a Socio-Scientific Issue

All the participating students (Al, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6) stated that they had positive
emotions about the lesson taught with dialogic teaching on a socio-scientific issue, while
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some students (A3, A4) stated that they felt sorry when their friends did not agree with

them.

The student A5, who pointed out that he/she felt willing, curious, and exciting,

expressed his/her opinions as follows:

| felt excited at first. It was the first time | attended such a class, | wondered what
would happen, and then | relaxed. Then, | became curious and willing; 1 became
active, | think | was active. | was happy in the class (Interview Transcript: A5).

From among the students (A3, A4) stating that they felt sorry when their friends did

not agree with him/her, student A4 expressed his/her opinions as follows:

| felt happy when my friends agreed with me. | felt very happy. But sometimes,
some of my friends did not agree with my opinion, although this issue of GMOs is a
very open subject, which made me sad. | felt as if |1 was wrong. | felt that I should
defend myself. | defended myself (Interview Transcript: A4).

Student-student interaction in the dialogic teaching of a socio-scientific issue

The students’ opinions about student-student interaction in the lesson taught by means of

dialogic teaching are given below.

Opinions about ideas’ not differentiating. From among the students indicating that
their ideas did not change by stating that their ideas were correct and they defended their

ideas, student A2 expressed his/her opinions as follows:

That is, when | heard the opinions of my friends, my opinion did not change because
| thought my ideas were correct. Did anything change in the discussion environment
afterwards? We made some small changes in some places, but | did not change my
opinion completely; | defended my opinion. That is, while I was telling that
something was correct, others were told that it was wrong. That is, in my opinion, we
should not change our mind because, of course, if what they say is correct, we can
change our mind, but | defended my opinion because | thought that | was right
(Interview Transcript: A2).
Opinions about ideas’ differentiating. From among the students stating that some
of their ideas changed when they heard the opinions of my friends, student A5 expressed

their opinions as follows:

When | heard the opinions of my other friends, some of my opinions changed

because when they said it, | took a look at it. | thought about what my friends said.
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Sometimes | agreed with him/her when my opinion was wrong, and sometimes |

defended my opinion when | saw that his/her opinion was wrong (Interview
Transcript: A5).

Findings from the Drawings of the Students

Below are the pictures drawn by the students participating in the study and their
explanations based on the drawings.

Figure 1. The drawing of student A1 comparing the lessons taught with dialogic teaching

and the previously taught lessons

In the drawing produced by student Al given in Figure 1, he/she called the previous
lessons (on the right) normal lessons and stated, “Very few people raise their hands, and
usually our teacher speaks. The number of people speaking is very few.” In the drawing of
the lesson (on the left) taught with dialogic teaching on the subject of GMOs, all students
raise their hands. He/she drew attention to the active participation of the students in the
lesson and made the following explanation for the picture, “Everyone raises their hands, and

we argue with each other and defend our own ideas.”
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Figure 2. The drawing of the student A2 comparing the lessons taught with dialogic teaching

and the previously taught lessons

In the drawing produced by student A2 in Figure 2, he/she clearly drew his teacher's
microphone and one of his/her friends in the previous lessons (on the left). All the other
students have their microphones turned off in class. The teacher said, “Friends, we are going
to proceed to a new topic today, open your books!” while the student with the microphone
on said, “T don’t understand the 3™ question on page 5.” This is the only teacher-student
interaction. He/she also explained, “In the previous lessons, the teacher was explaining the

subject, and we were answering the questions in our minds and asked by the teacher.”

In the drawing and explanation of the lesson (on the right) on GMOs, the
microphones of the teacher and five students were drawn turned on. While one of the
speaking students stated, “I would choose the 4" chocolate because he/she is a minimum
wage worker.” the other said, “I agree with Hilal,” and another said, “I would choose the 2"
chocolate because it is expensive as it is organic.” Therefore, he/she noted that more
students were talking in the lesson and that the students’ opinions also differentiated. In
his/her explanation, he/she wrote, “We shared the subject we researched in our lesson on
GMOs with our friends, and our teacher determined our order of the right to speak. That is,

in this lesson, we spoke rather than our teacher.”
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Figure 3. The drawing of the student A3 comparing the lessons taught with dialogic teaching

and the previously taught lessons

In the drawing by A3 given in Figure 3, he/she illustrated the brief interaction
between two students responding to the teacher’s closed-ended question in the previous
lessons (on the right). The interaction pattern he/she illustrated is the authoritative
interactive communicative approach, commonly used in science classes and refers to
traditional teaching, defined as IR (Initiation-response) and IRE (Initiation-response-

evaluation).

In his/her drawing and explanation of the lesson (on the left) taught with dialogic
teaching, the views received from different students about the scenario given by the teacher
are illustrated. In the note he/she wrote, the student made the following explanation; “T think
this lesson in which we researched and discussed is more fun than our other normal
lessons.” From the explanations below in the drawing produced by student A3, it is
understood that dialogic teaching changes the teacher-student interaction and makes the

lesson more fun.
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Figure 4. The drawing of the student A4 comparing the lessons taught with dialogic teaching

and the previously taught lessons

In the drawing produced by the student A4 given in Figure 4, it is shown with speech
bubbles that a single student spoke in the previous lessons (on the left) and four students
spoke in the lesson (on the right) taught with dialogic teaching on the subject of GMOs. In
the explanation of the drawing on the left, which he/she drew to depict a normal lesson,

he/she wrote as follows:

As usual, our teacher teaches us topics or we solve questions. There is a single
answer to each question. The students giving wrong answers to the questions ask
their teacher to explain why their answers are wrong. The explanation made by our
teacher is found to be sufficient and we do not object to it. That is, we ask questions
when we do not understand something. Thus, we learn the correct answer (Written

explanation: A4).

The drawing on the right produced to illustrate the lesson taught with dialogic

teaching on the subject of GMOs he/she wrote the following explanation:

It was different from our previous lessons. Our subject was GMOs. We conducted
research on GMOs and we got ready for the lesson. The subject was an open subject
and there was no single correct answer. So we had a lot of discussion with our
friends. Everyone was expressing and defending his/her own opinion. Everyone’s
opinion on this matter was different, so we ended our lesson by defending our own
ideas and thoughts (Written explanation: A4).



314 E, Ugak, A.S. Gencer, A. Sevis, & S. Usta / Pamukkale University Journal of Education, 55, 294-323, 2022

Figure 5. The drawing of the student A5 comparing the lessons taught with dialogic teaching

and the previously taught lessons

In the drawing produced by the student A5 in Figure 5, in the illustration of the
previously taught lessons (on the left), the teacher asked, “What is an atom? What is in the
nucleus of the atom?" And a student answers the question, “The atom is the smallest

building block of matter. There are protons and neutrons in the nucleus of the atom.”

In the lesson taught with dialogic teaching on the subject of GMOs (on the right), the
names of most of the students in the class are written next to the teacher. The teacher asks
the question, “Can you produce golden rice for 500,000 blind children?” And the student’
opinions are explained within speech bubbles. He/she wrote the following explanation under

the picture:

I am against the golden rice serving as a rescuer for children with vitamin A
deficiency. | never produce it. While trying to cure the problem in their eyes, some
other problems can be caused with the use of genetically modified golden rice. Some
other solutions can be found to the problem in the eyes of these children (Written

explanation: A5).
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Figure 6. The drawing of the student A6 comparing the lessons taught with dialogic teaching

and the previously taught lessons

In the drawing of the student A6 given in Figure 6 regarding the previously taught
lessons (on the right), only the microphone of the teacher and that of one of the students are
on. The microphones of all the other students are off. In the drawing, while the teacher is
explaining the subject they will address in the lesson, the student with his/her microphone on
asks the question, “Teacher, is the subject difficult?” This is the only teacher-student
interaction. The student A6 made the following explanation for this drawing, “In the

previous lessons, the teacher teaches the subject and then we together solve the questions.”

In the drawing (on the left) depicting the lesson taught with dialogic teaching on the
subject of GMOs, only two students’ microphones are off, while the microphones of all the
other students in the class are on. While the majority of the speaking students used the word
“unhealthy” for GMOs, one student used the word “healthy”. Therefore, he/she drew
attention to the fact that more students are talking in the class. He/she made the following
explanation for his/her drawing, “Different from the previous lessons, not the teacher but the

students talk about the subject of GMOs on the basis of the research they have done.”
Results, Discussion and Suggestions

In the current study, the students’ opinions about the dialogic teaching environment created
for the teaching of the subject of GMOs, a socio-scientific issue, were taken and the students
were asked to explain their visual modelling of the previously taught science lessons and the

lessons taught with dialogic teaching by means of drawing. Dialogical teaching practices, in
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which student contributions are valued, are important in terms of expressing students’

perspectives on socio-scientific issues and providing students with opportunities to see and
think about the perspectives of others (Ratcliffe and Grace 2003; Zeidler, Sadler,
Applebaum and Callahan, 2009). The use of dialogical classroom practices that take
students’ perspectives into account and engage them in an interactive way imposes new
responsibilities on science teachers because most science teachers do not have the teaching
strategies necessary to manage discussions (Bryce and Gray 2004). In this connection, a
science teacher, who was seen to use very authoritative discourses in his lessons before the
study, was given training on dialogic teaching for 12 weeks. The existing research indicates
that the teacher’s consideration of students’ contributions promotes student engagement and
interest in classroom discourse (Nystrand 1997; Smith and Higgins, 2006). Importance
attached to students’ contributions can be demonstrated by the teacher allowing student
contributions to give direction to interactions or student ideas to guide subsequent
discussions, or considering new perspectives put forward by a student in greater detail
(Nystrand 1997). Thus, students are positioned as legitimate participants in classroom
discourse. When the interview findings of the current study were examined, it was seen that
all the students who participated in the study compared their teacher to a pole star; that is, a
guide and that they positioned themselves as participants who actively participated in the
lesson, who freely spoke and defended their ideas and researched.

Again, in the drawings produced by the students, it was seen that the students
positioned themselves as more active and more involved in the lessons taught with dialogic
teaching on the subject of GMOs, a socio-scientific issue. According to Han Tosunoglu and
Irez (2019), “a teacher who will teach a socio-scientific issue should adopt a dialogue-based
teaching approach, have content knowledge on socio-scientific issues and exhibit a student-
centred approach rather than a teacher-centred approach in the classroom” (p.395),
accordingly “he/she must position himself/herself as a person contributing to the discussion
rather than a figure of authority” (p.393). In this context, the teacher-student positioning
emerging from the student interviews indicates a student-centred approach. The fact that all
the students participating in the study could reflect their own choices in the explanations of
their drawings related to the lessons taught with dialogic teaching, instead of the expressions
dictated to them by the authority, shows that a learning environment was formed in which
they were able to take part in the classroom discourses. According to Karahan (2021), who

draws attention to the fact that the diversity of voices in classroom discussions can be
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achieved with student autonomy, “the clarification of the concept of agency in classroom

discourse has a remarkable importance in reaching the goal of science literacy in particular

literacy of socio-scientific issues” (p. 45).

All the students who participated in the study stated that in terms of classroom norms
in dialogic teaching, they were given enough time by their teacher to think about the
questions and that they were given enough talking time about the questions. In teacher-
student interactions, teachers should allow sufficient waiting time for student responses.
Giving enough waiting time allows students to think longer and to make more reasoned
sentences, to increase the variety in answers and to turn to the analysis and synthesis step
(Ingram and Elliott, 2014). Again, all the students stated that the teacher gave them equal
rights to talk and respected their thoughts and ideas. Some students pointed out that a
democratic, fair and free classroom environment was provided for them. Han Tosunoglu and
Irez (2019) stated that “it is important to create a collaborative, democratic learning
environment where individuals respect each other’s ideas for the teaching of socio-scientific
issues” (p.399). While all the interviewed students drew attention to the creation of an
environment where different ideas were shared and discussed, some students emphasized
that they were not interrupted while expressing their ideas, that they were encouraged to
learn by discussing with their friends and that a single scientific answer was not sought for
questions in the lesson.

While all the students, who participated in the interview, stated that the lesson taught
with dialogic teaching was fun and interesting and that teaching the lesson in this way
created curiosity, interest and desire in them. According to the findings of Smit, Brabander,
and Matens (2014), if students have an effective role in learning environments, they make
more effort in the name of learning and are involved in the learning process with a higher
sense of pleasure. Again, in the study carried out by Cornelius-White (2007), it was revealed
that the approaches in which students are at the centre of learning increase student
participation, motivation, self-esteem and social interaction. On the other hand, two students
stated that they felt upset when their friends did not agree with their opinions, which created
negative emotions in them. This might be because of the fact that the students encountered

such a situation for the first time and that it was not a situation they were accustomed to.

Some students who participated in the interview expressed that they did not like
some elements in the dialogic learning environment. These students pointed out that from

time to time all the students in the class spoke at the same time and thus some of the ideas
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were not understood, that they were sometimes interrupted by their peers and that the lesson

time was not enough. In classrooms, where dialogic teaching is carried out, it may take time
for the speaking rules to settle. Cobb, Gravemeijer, Yackel, McClain, and Whitenack (1997)
focused on the concept of classroom norms in order to strive to establish norms for the
inculcation of the skills valued by contemporary teaching approaches, and to abandon norms
that contradict this. Ozmantar, Bingdlbali, Demir, Saglam, and Keser (2009) summarized the
classroom norms as follows: explaining the thoughts, presenting the reasons for the
thoughts, all students’ sharing their ideas without hesitation, students’ trying to understand
all the thoughts shared in the class, all students’ stating whether they participated in the
activities, producing different explanations and questioning the accuracy of the explanations.

While half of the students who participated in the interviews stated that their peers’
views on the subject did not affect their opinions within the context of student-student
interaction in the dialogic learning environment, that is, they defended their own arguments,
the other half stated that they changed their minds when they heard their friends’ arguments.
When the drawings and explanations of these students were examined, it was seen that the
teacher had not given enough opportunity to interact with their peers by using authoritative
approaches in the previous science lessons. The findings concur with the characteristics of
traditional teachers revealed in the classification made by Tsai (2002). In this classification,
traditional teachers’ views and practices in science teaching were evaluated as follows:
Science is best learned through the transfer of knowledge from teacher to student.
Behaviours that confirm this point of view are: information transfer; giving the first answer;
making clear definitions; giving precise, accurate explanations, presenting scientific facts or
phenomena. In the literature, Akis (2012) compared the classroom environments where
authoritative and dialogic discourses emerged to reveal the differences between them.
According to the authoritative teacher, the teacher is the source of knowledge, and the
student is the person who tries to find the truth and approves the teacher. According to the
dialogic teacher, the teacher is the one who cares about the different ideas of students, listens
to them, does not judge but encourages them to produce new ideas; on the other hand, a
student is a person who produces ideas, cares about the ideas of others, listens and discusses.
Again, all the drawings reveal authoritative and dialogic learning environments very clearly
in this respect. In addition, when the questions depicted to be posed by the teachers during
science teaching in some drawings (Figure 3 and Figure 5) are examined, it is seen that they

are generally lower-order cognitive questions. On the other hand, according to Yilmaz
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(2017), while productive teacher talks lead the student to reasoning, questions that are not

deep lead to short-answer, true-false answers, thus limiting the student’s response options or

leading him/her to giving no answer.

Studies investigating classroom discourses gain importance in science education. In
the study conducted by Yildirim, Ugar, and Savran Gencer (2021), it was revealed that
publications based on classroom conversations were published more especially in Web of
Science than other field indexed journals, and the number of studies in this field was
increasing day by day. Within the studies focused on classroom conversations, the number
of publications based on dialogic teaching is increasing. However, in our country, studies on

dialogic teaching are very limited when Ulakbim and thesis studies are examined.

When the study is evaluated in terms of teaching socio-scientific issues, the teaching
environment should be dialogic and reflective due to the nature of socio-scientific issues
(Lee et al., 2012). Saunder and Rennie (2013) also emphasize that the teaching of socio-
scientific issues cannot be possible with a didactic and teacher-centred approach and that the
function of questioning in the teaching process of socio-scientific issues is to provide
awareness of different perspectives rather than making a decision. Again, in the model
proposed by Sadler (2011) for the teaching of socio-scientific issues, it is emphasized that
the classroom environment is important and that students and teachers should feel safe and
in a democratic classroom environment. Therefore, teachers are expected to create a
democratic and open-minded classroom environment where everyone can express their
opinions freely. In classrooms where socio-scientific issues are addressed, students should
be encouraged to participate in various forms of discourse that allow their learning to
progress through collaboration and reciprocal shaping of epistemological understandings.

Findings from the studies of Kanatli (2012) and Ugak (2014) also showed that when
teachers and pre-service teachers were trained efficiently, they were able to integrate
dialogic discourses into their classrooms at the end of the training. In this regard, it is
suggested that training should be given to teachers and pre-service teachers in order to raise
their awareness of dialogic teaching. Research that reflects teacher experiences related to
dialogic teaching can be done. In addition, the current study is the first study to reveal the
perspective of students about the lessons taught with dialogic teaching. Therefore, more
studies can be conducted and classroom practices can be evaluated from the student’s point
of view. In the study conducted by Hajhosseiny (2012), it was determined that the students

in the group in which the Socratic dialogue was applied improved in their critical thinking
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and social communication skills (e.g., recognition of each other, friendship and sincerity,

tendency to communicate, responsibility, classroom dynamism, communication with the
teacher, sincerity with the teacher). It is thought that dialogic teaching in classrooms is
important for the development of such higher-order skills. Therefore, all these factors can be

examined in different studies.
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