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Oz

Bu calismanin amaci, sinif 6gretmenlerinin uzmanlagmasina dayali modellerin 6grencilere yonelik
yansimalarinin dort yil boyunca izlenerek karsilagtirilmasidir. Bu baglamda, a) biitiinsel ve dort yillik
dongiisel (Model-1 /geleneksel), b) biitiinsel, ii¢ yillik dongiisel ve branslagmis (Model-2) ve c)
biitiinsel, iki yillik dongiisel ve branslasmis (Model-3) modele gore Ggretim yapan okullardaki
ogrencilerin matematik, fen bilimleri, Tiirkge basarisi ile okul kaygisi, okula baglanma diizeyleri ve
okumaya yonelik tutumlari karsilastirilmistir. Boylamsal desenlerden panel arastirmasiyla yiiriitiilen
caligmaya, 2017-2021 yillar1 arasinda alt1 6zel okulda 6grenim goren ilkokul dgrencileri (ilk y1l 402/
dordiincii y1l 223 kisi) katilmistir. Bulgulara gore, Model 1°de 6grenim gdren Ogrenciler Tiirkge,
matematik ve fen bilimleri derslerinde diger modellerdeki &grencilerden anlamli diizeyde daha
basarilidir. Ayrica Model-3 6grencilerinin birinci ve tiglincii simnif okul kaygisi puanlart diger iki
modeldeki Ogrencilerden anlamli olarak daha yiiksek; Model-1 6grencilerinin dordiincii simif
okumaya yonelik tutum puanlar1 Model-3 6grencilerinden anlamli olarak daha yiiksektir. Son olarak,
Model-1 ve Model-2 0Ogrencilerinin {igiincii simmif okula baglanma puanlarinin, Model-3
ogrencilerinden daha yiiksek oldugu belirlenmistir. Elde edilen sonuglar, Model 1’in (geleneksel,
biitlinsel ve dort yillik dongiisel model), 6grencilerin hem duyussal hem de bilissel bazi1 6zellikleri
kazanmasinda en basarili model oldugu, duyussal 6zellikler agisindan Model 3’tin daha zayif
kaldigin1 gostermektedir.
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Giris
Milli Egitim Bakanliginin (MEB, 2016) yayimladig1 yonetmelikte gecen “ilkokullarda sinif
ogretmenleri, okuttuklar1 smifi bir iist sinifta da okuturlar; ancak istekleri yonetimce uygun
goriilmesi halinde baska smifi da okutabilirler” ifadesiyle, Tiirkiye’de uzun yillardir
ogrencilerin ilkokulda ayni1 6gretmenle 68renime devam etmesi gelenegi stirmektedir. Ancak
son yillarda 6zel okul sayisindaki hizli artis ve bunun getirdigi rekabet¢i ortamda, 6zel
okullarin nitelik arayis1 igerisinde simif 6gretmenliginde farkli uzmanlagsma modelleri

uygulanmaktadir (Cesur, 2019). Devlet okullarinda ise dort yil boyunca bir¢ok derste ayni
Ogretmenin gorev yaptigl ve bu modelin geleneksel hale geldigi goriilmektedir.

Alanyazin incelendiginde diinyada farkli uzmanlasma modellerinin uygulandigi
sdylenebilir. Ornegin, ABD ve Kanada’daki ilkokullarda her y1l farkli bir sinif 6gretmeninin
derse girmesi gelenegi ile “her yil 6gretmen degismesi” ya da “bir yillik 6gretmen” olarak
adlandirilabilen model uygulanirken (Tourigny vd., 2019), dongiisel (looping) modelde
Ogretmen bir grup 6grenciye en az iki 6gretim yilt ders verir ve bir dongii tamamlandiginda
yeni bir sinifla ayn1 dongiiye devam eder (Cistone ve Shneyderman, 2004). Dongiilerin kag
yil stirecegi lilkeden iilkeye degismekle birlikte, genellikle bir 6gretmen ayni 6grencilerle iki
ya da li¢ y1l gecirmektedir (Tourigny vd., 2019). Buna gére modelin iki yillik dongiisel, li¢
yillik dongiisel, dort yillik dongiisel ve bes yillik dongiisel seklinde alt tiirlerinin oldugu
sOylenebilir. Ayrica smif diizeylerini (68renci gruplarini) temele alan uzmanlasma
modellerinin yani sira, ders ya da konu alanlarin1 temele alan modeller de mevcuttur.
Bunlardan biri olan biitlinsel (generalist, self-contained) modelde, sinif dgretmenlerinin
programda bulunan tiim temel derslerde (dil, matematik, fen bilimleri ve sosyal bilimler) esit
derecede yetkin oldugu varsayilarak, tiim temel akademik konular1 (dersleri) 6gretmesi esas
almir (Brobst vd., 2017). Yabanci dil, beden egitimi, miizik, gorsel sanatlar, dini bilgiler,
drama vb. dersler ise farkli 6gretmenler tarafindan yiiriitiiliir. Diger taraftan branslagmis
(departmentalized) modelde, temel konulart 6gretme sorumlulugu iki veya daha fazla
ogretmen arasinda paylasilarak (Ray, 2017), ogretmenlerin bir dersi birden fazla sinifa
ogretmesiyle (Slavin, 1987), belli bir konu alaninda uzmanlasmasi s6z konusudur (Chan ve
Jarman, 2004). Bu ¢alismada genel tiirler ele alinsa da, biitiinsel ve branslasmis modellerin
icinde bazi tiirler de vardir (Drees, 1989). Sekil 1°de yukarida agiklanan uzmanlasma
modellerinin siniflamas1 sunulmaktadir.

Sekil 1
Simif Ogretmenliginde Uzmanlagsma Modelleri
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Smif 6gretmenliginde uzmanlagsma modellerinin 6grencilere etkileri konusunda ¢ok
farkli ve celigkili sonuglara isaret edilmekte, bu durum genel bir sonuca varmayi
giiclestirmektedir. Ornegin biitiinsel ve branslasmis modelleri karsilastiran baz1 ¢alismalar,
okuma (ingilizce) ve matematik basarilari arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark
olmadigini belirlemistir (Allington; 2020; Baroody, 2017; Lee vd., 2016; McGrath ve Rust,
2002; Skelton, 2015; Slavin, 1988). Bunun aksine bazi c¢alismalarda ise, branslagmis
modeldeki 6grencilerin matematik dersinde daha basarili oldugu (Gilmore, 2016; Medlock,
2020); bazilarinda da biitiinsel modeldeki 6grencilerin matematikte (McMahon, 2019), dil ve
fen bilimleri testlerinde (McGrath ve Rust, 2002) daha basarili oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Dongiisel model ile her sene 6gretmen degismesi modelini karsilagtiran bazi ¢alismalarda,
ogrencilerin okuma ve matematik basarilar1 arasinda anlamhi bir fark elde edilmez iken
(Almond, 2018; Findley, 2019), bir¢ogunda ise dongiisel model lehine sonuglara
ulasilmistir. Ornegin, Cistone ve Shneyderman (2004) déngiisel modeldeki dgrencilerin her
sene Ogretmen degismesi modelindeki Ogrencilere kiyasla okudugunu anlama ve
matematikte anlamli derecede daha basarili oldugunu belirlemistir. Benzer bulgulara Belcher
(2020) okuma; Caauwe (2009) ile Hill ve Jones (2018) matematik; Harrington (2017) ve
O’Neill (2002) ise okuma ve matematik derslerinde ulagmistir. Tourigny ve digerlerinin
(2019) Kanada’da yaptiklar1 ¢alismada, her sene O0gretmen degisimi modeli ile iki yillik
dongiisel modeldeki 4 ve 6. sinif dgrencilerinin akademik basarilar1 (matematik, okuma ve
yazma) ve algilanan 6gretmen-6grenci iliskisi karsilastirilmigtir. Bulgular iki yillik dongiisel
modeldeki ogrencilerin matematik, okuma ve yazma basarisinin her sene Ogretmen
degismesi modeline gore anlamli derecede daha yiiksek oldugunu gostermistir.
Hirvatistan’da yapilan bir ¢aligmada, dérdiincli siiftan besinci sinifa gegcen 6grencilerin
akademik basarilarinin ve Ozyeterlik diizeylerinin anlamli bir sekilde diistiigii; besinci
siiftaki 6gretmenlerinin daha iyi destek sagladigini algilayan 6grencilerin kendilerini daha
uyumlu hissettigi, 0z yeterlikleri ve akademik basarilarinin daha yiiksek oldugu
belirlenmistir (Marus$i¢ vd., 2020). Bu sonuglar besinci sinifta bile 6gretmen degisiminin ne
kadar onemli etkilere sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Wang ve digerlerinin (2017) Cin’de
yiirlitmiis olduklar1 ¢alismada, dongilisel modeldeki ogrencilerin her sene Ogretmen
degismesi modelindeki 6grencilere kiyasla matematik dersinde anlamli derecede daha
basarili oldugu, ozellikle kirsal kesimdeki yatili 6grencilerin ve ailesi yoksul olanlarin
dongiisel modelden daha fazla yararlandigi tespit edilmistir.

Bununla birlikte, uluslararas1 ¢aligmalarda ¢ogunlukla iki yillik boylamsal verilerle
calisilmig, 6gretim yili basinda dlgtimler yapilmadigi ve yilsonundaki genel sinav puanlari
kullanildig1 i¢in modellerin 6grenci basarisi iizerindeki etkileri konusunda soru isaretleri
olusmaktadir (Baroody, 2017). Ayrica nitel ¢alismalarin genellenebilir sonuglar verememesi,
nicel calismalarin karsilastirmalarda 6gretmen Ozelliklerini kontrol altina almamasi
(Tourigny vd., 2019) ve daha cok betimsel istatistikler kullanilmas1 da (Wang vd., 2017)
elestirilmektedir. Tiirkiye’de yapilan ¢aligmalarda ise ¢ogunlukla 6gretmen ya da yonetici
gortsleri incelendigi ve ileri istatistikler kullanilmadigi i¢in (Cesur, 2019; Erol ve Basaran,
2020; Giizelbey, 2006; Onder, 2015; Tok ve Bozkurt, 2010), modellerin 6grencilere etkileri
konusunda herhangi bir ¢ikarimda bulunmak miimkiin degildir. Ayrica ulusal ¢aligmalarin
kesitsel taramalar ya da nitel aragtirmalar oldugu goriilmekte, yari-deneysel ya da boylamsal
caligmalara hi¢ rastlanmamakta, konuyla ilgili olarak siirli bir bilgi tabani elde
edilmektedir. Dolayisiyla en iyi modelleri kesfetmek iizere farkli modellerin 6grencilere
etkileri konusunda boylamsal ¢alismalara ihtiyag vardir. Ustelik farkli modellerin
ogrencilere yonelik etkilerinin karsilastirilmasi, Tiirkiye baglaminda en etkili modellerin
kesfedilmesine olanak saglayabilir. Ayrica sayilar1 hizla artan 6zel okullarin farkli model
arayislarina yol gosterebilecek saglam bulgulara ihtiya¢ vardir. Bu ¢alismada, sinif
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ogretmenliginde uzmanlasma modellerini ilkokul siiresinde (dort yil) izleyerek
karsilagtirmay1 amaglayan bir projeden elde edilen bazi bulgular ele alinmaktadir. Bu
baglamda g¢alismada, 6zel okullarda gorev yapan simif 0gretmenlerinin uzmanlagmasina
dayali ii¢ farkli modelin 6grencilere yonelik yansimalarimin dort yil boyunca izlenerek
karsilagtirilmas1 amaglanmigtir. Calismada 6zel okullardan veri toplanmasinin nedeni ise,
sinif ogretmenliginde farkli uzmanlasma modellerini uygulayan devlet okullarina
rastlanmamasi, bu tiir girisimlerin sadece 6zel okullarda yiiriitiiliiyor olmasidir. Boylamsal
yontemle yiiriitiilen bu ¢alismada yanit aranan sorular soyledir:

1. Smif Ogretmenlerinin uzmanlasmasina dayali ii¢ farkli modelin uygulandigi
okullarda 6grenim goren dgrencilerin;

a. Tirkce, matematik, fen bilimleri basarilar1 dort yil boyunca nasil

farklilasmaktadir?

b. Okul kaygisi, okula baglanma diizeyleri ve okumaya yonelik tutumlar1 dort yil

boyunca nasil farklilasmaktadir?

Calismanin, yurt disinda iki yillik boylamsal verilerle ve 6gretim yili basinda
Ol¢iimler yapilmadan yiiriitiilen arastirmalart (Baroody, 2017) genislettigi; Tiirkiye’de ise
konuyu dort yillik boylamsal bir arastirmayla ele alan ilk c¢alisma oldugu sdylenebilir.
Bulgular karar vericilere, okul yonetimlerine (6zellikle 6zel okullara) ve 6gretmen istthdam
politikalarina 6nemli bilgiler verebilir. Calisma, sinif 6gretmenlerinin uzmanlagmasina
yonelik modellerin Tiirk¢e kavramsallastirilmasina da onciiliik etmektedir.

Yontem
Desen ve Katilimcilar

Arastirma problemi ilkokul siiresi boyunca veri toplamayi gerektirdiginden, boylamsal
aragtirmalardan biri olan ve her dl¢glimde ayn1 6rneklemden veri toplanan panel arastirmasi
(Creswell, 2009) yapilmistir. Bu baglamda 6grencilerin dort yil boyunca Tiirk¢e, matematik,
fen bilimleri basaris1 ile okul kaygisi, okula baglanma diizeyleri ve okumaya yonelik
tutumlart izlenmistir. Boylamsal desenlerde seckisiz 6rnekleme yapmak ¢ok zor oldugundan
(Plano Clark vd., 2015), kolay ulasilabilir (convenience) drnekleme yoluyla ii¢ farkli modeli
uygulayan ve ¢aligmaya goniillii olarak katilan alt1 6zel okulda, 2017-2021 yillar1 arasinda
ogrenim goren ilkokul 6grencilerinden (ilk y1l 402/ son y1l 223 kisi) veri toplanmistir. Tablo
I’de gorildiigi gibi, calismaya katilan tiim okullarda dort yil igerisinde belli 6lgiilerde
ogrenci kaybr yasanmistir. Ozellikle ¢alismanin {iciincii yilinda ortaya ¢ikan KOVID-19
kiiresel salgin1 ve ekonomik nedenlerle bazi 6grenciler 6zel okullardan ayrilsa da, tiim
zorluklara ragmen toplanan verilere gore her iic modeldeki 6grenci sayilarimin birbirine
benzer oldugu sdylenebilir. Boylamsal calismalarda bircok faktoriin etkisiyle katilimci
kaybinin dogal olabilecegi bilinmektedir (Creswell ve Plano Clark, 2018, s. 304). Bu
caligmada 6grenci ve 6gretmen kaybi yasansa da, ilk yildaki katilimer sayisinin %50’sinden
fazlasiyla calismanin tamamlandig1 goriilmektedir (bkz. Tablo 1).

Tablo 1
Katilimer Okullara Gore Uygulanan Modeller ve Ogrenci Sayilar

Ogrenci sayisi
Uygulanan Modeller Okullar 1 vyl 2.yiI 3.yil 4.yl

A 66 63 60 35
B 76 54 41 21
Model 2: Biitiinsel, ii¢ yillik dongiisel ve C 70 59 56 41

Model 1: Biitiinsel ve dort yillik dongiisel
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branslasmis D 55 55 51 43
Model 3: Biitiinsel, iki yillik dongiisel ve E 70 63 65 42
branslasmis

F 68 60 50 41
Toplam 6 402 354 323 223

Tablo 1’de goriildiigli gibi, calismada ii¢ modeli uygulayan ikiser okuldan (toplam
alt1 okul) veri toplanmistir. Tiim modellerde beden egitimi, miizik, din kiiltiirii ve ahlak
bilgisi, Ingilizce ve gorsel sanatlar derslerine alan (brans) dgretmenleri girmekte olsa da,
diger derslerde durum degismektedir. Buna gore temel dersler (hayat bilgisi, Tiirkge,
matematik, fen bilimleri) Model 1’de dort yi1l boyunca, Model 2’de ii¢ y1l boyunca, Model
3’te ise iki yil boyunca ayni sinif 6gretmeni tarafindan verilmistir. Model 2’de dordiincii
smifta siif 6gretmenleri branglasarak, sadece Tiirkge, matematik, fen bilimleri ve sosyal
bilgiler derslerine girmis, Model 3’iin uygulandig: iki okulda ise son iki yilda (ii¢iincii ve
dordiincii sinifta) temel derslere (branslasma yapilarak) farkli sinif 6gretmenleri girmistir.

Ug farkli modele gore dgretim yapilan okullarda 6grenim géren dgrencilerin bilissel,
duyussal, psikomotor ve Ozbakim becerilerine iliskin  hazirbulunusluklarini
karsilastirabilmek amaciyla ilk 6lciim dénemde (Ekim 2017) o6grencilere ilkokula
Hazirbulunusluk Olgegi (Canbulat ve Kiriktas, 2016) uygulanmistir. ANOVA sonuglari ii¢
farkl1 modelin uygulandig1 okullarda 6grenim goéren 6grencilerin ilkokula hazirbulunusluk
puanlari arasinda anlamli bir fark olmadigini ortaya koymaktadir [F(2, 377)=0,35, p>,05].
Dolayisiyla ¢alismaya katilan &grencilerin  baslangic asamasinda biligsel, duyussal,
psikomotor ve Ozbakim becerilerine iliskin hazirbulunugluklarinin  benzer oldugu
sOylenebilir.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Arastirma kapsaminda ¢alismaya goniillii olan alt1 6zel okul ile yiiz yiize iletisim kurularak
okul miidiirliiklerinden izin almmus, daha sonra Ege Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler
Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaym Etigi Kurulunun etik kurul onay: elde edilmistir. Ilkokul
ogrencilerinin biiyiime ve gelisme hizlar1 nedeniyle farkli veri toplama araglariyla
izlenmesine karar verilmis; dlgme araglarinin bazilar1 dort, bazilari iki y1l boyunca, bazilari
ise sadece bir sefer uygulanmistir (bkz. Tablo 2). Bdylece araglar 6grencilere Ekim 2017,
Haziran 2018, Ekim 2018, Haziran 2019 ve Ekim 2019’da yiiz yiize olarak uygulanirken,
Haziran 2020’de toplanmasi1 planlanan veriler KOVID-19 kiiresel salgin1 nedeniyle (MEB
tarafindan tiim okullarda egitim 6gretime ara verildiginden), Ekim 2020’de ¢evrimigi olarak
toplanmistir. Benzer sekilde, kiiresel salgin kosullarinin devam ettigi Haziran 2021°de de
veriler ¢evrimigi olarak elde edilmistir.

Tablo 2
Veri Toplama Stireci ve Araglari
Tarihler Ogrencilerden toplanan veriler Ogretmen Degisimleri
. Ekim -Ilkokula hazirbulunusluk dlgegi
§ = 2017 -Okul kaygis1 6l¢egi dgretmen formu
- & Haziran  -Okul kaygis1 6l¢egi 6gretmen formu
2018 -Matematik basari testi 1
o5 Ekim -Okul kaygis1 élgegi ogretmen formu
=S ~ 2018 -Okumaya yonelik tutum 6lcegi
QD < .
= -Okuma hiz1 ve okudugunu anlama testi
>1. ™ Haziran -Okul kaygisi 6lgegi 6gretmen formu Model 3’teki
N

2019 -Okumaya yonelik tutum dlcegi Ogretmenler siniflarina
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-Okuma hiz1 ve okudugunu anlama testi
-Matematik basar testi 2

veda etmistir.

Fkim
2019

-Okul kaygisi 6lgegi 6gretmen formu
-Okumaya yonelik tutum 6lcegi
-Cocuk ve ergenler i¢in okula baglanma 6l¢egi

Model 3’te yeni
Ogretmenler derse
girmeye baslamistir.

Haziran
2020

3.Y1l (2019-
2020)

*

Model 2’deki
Ogretmenler siniflarina
veda etmistir.

Ekim -Okumaya yonelik tutum 6lcegi Model 2’de yeni
2020 -Cocuk ve ergenler i¢in okula baglanma 6l¢egi  6gretmenler derse
ﬁ -Matematik basari testi 3 girmeye baglamistir.
S -Tiirkce basari testi 1
g' -Fen Bilimleri bagart testi 1
& Haziran -Okumaya ydnelik tutum dlgegi Model 1°deki
= 2021 -Cocuk ve ergenler i¢in okula baglanma 6l¢egi  0gretmenler siniflarina
: -Matematik basari testi 4 veda etmistir.

-Okudugunu anlama basart testi
-Fen bilimleri basar testi 2

* KOVID-19 kiiresel salgini nedeniyle yiiz ylize egitime ara verildiginden, Ogrencilere
yonelik 6l¢me araclar1 Haziran 2020 yerine, Ekim 2020 de ¢evrimigi olarak uygulanmustir.

Veri Toplama Araclarn

Ilkokula Hazirbulunusluk Olgegi: Canbulat ve Kiriktas (2016) tarafindan gelistirilen 6lgek
besli Likert tipinde, dort faktor (bilissel, duyussal, psikomotor ve 6zbakim becerileri) ve 33
maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgek, 620 birinci simf dgrencisine uygulanarak agimlayici (AFA)
ve dogrulayic1 faktdr analizleri (DFA) yapilmistir. Yapilan DFA sonuglarina gore, y?
=1843,25, y* /df = 5,05, RMSEA = 0,098, GFI = 0,899, AGFI = 0,910, CFI = 0,902 ve
NNFI = 0,911 olarak belirlenmis, bu degerlerin yeterli oldugu belirtilmistir. Olgegin
Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayilar1 0,96 ile 0,99 arasinda degismektedir.

Okul Kaygist Olgegi Ogretmen Formu: Lyneham, Street, Abbott ve Rapee (2008)
tarafindan gelistirilen 6l¢ek, Saricam ve Cetintas (2015) tarafindan Tiirkge’ye uyarlanmistir.
Uyarlama siirecinde calismaya 178 ilkokul 6gretmeni ve 356 ilkokul 6grencisi katilmistir.
Yapilan DFA sonucuna gore orijinal formla tutarli olarak 16 maddenin iki boyutta uyumlu
sonuglar elde edilmistir (y*/sd = 1,72, RMSEA = 0,044, CFI = 0,94, GFI = 0,93, RFI = 0,95,
AGFI = 0,93, SRMR = 0,046). Olgegin Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayilar1 0,87 ve
0,93"tiir.

Matematik Basart Testi 1: Arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen test i¢in oncelikle birinci
sinif matematik dersi 6gretim programinin birinci yartyil kazanimlar belirlenmis, her bir
kazanimi Slgmeye yonelik en az iki madde olmak {iizere, toplam 31 maddeden olusan
deneme formu hazirlanmistir. Hazirlanan maddeler 6grenci gelisim diizeyine uygunluk,
kazanimlar1 kapsama durumu, soru yazma ilkelerine uygunluk gibi boyutlarin
degerlendirilmesi amaciyla ii¢c uzman ve iki simif 6gretmeni tarafindan incelenmis, alinan
geribildirimlere gore gerekli diizeltmelerin yapilmasinin ardindan Mart 2018’de ¢alisma
grubundan farkli ve devlet okullarinin ikinci sinifinda 6grenim gdéren 461 Ggrenciye
uygulanmistir. Elde edilen veriler Test Analysis Program (TAP) yardimiyla analiz edilerek
madde ve test istatistikleri hesaplanmistir (bkz. Ek 1). Yapilan hesaplamalar dogrultusunda,
maddeler gii¢liik ve ayirt edicilik indekslerine gore secilerek 16 maddelik nihai test formu
olusturulmustur. Testin KR-20 giivenirlik katsayis1 0,90 olarak elde edilmistir.
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Okumaya Yonelik Tutum Olgegi: McKenna ve Kear (1990) tarafindan 1-6. smiflar igin
gelistirilen 6lgek, Kocaarslan (2016) tarafindan Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanmistir. Olgek 20 madde ve
iki faktorden (okumaktan zevk alma ve akademik okuma) olusmakta; isaretlemede Garfield
kedi karakterinin dort farkli his durumlarindan birini segmeyi gerektirmektedir. Uyarlama
stirecinde Bartin’da 6grenim goren 289 6grenci tizerinde DFA yapilarak iki faktorlii bir yapi
elde edilmistir. DFA sonuglarina gore Ki-kare degeri (y*=311,64, N=289, p=0,00) anlamli,
¥?/df oraninin 5’ten kiiciik oldugu bulunmus ve RMR = 0,05, RMSEA = 0,05, NFI = 0,93,
CFI= 0,89, IF1 = 0,97, GFI = 0,89 ve AGFI = 0,90 olarak elde edilmistir. Bu uyum indeksi
degerleri modelin kabul edilebilir bir uyum 1iyiligine sahip olduguna isaret etmektedir.
Olgegin alt boyutlarina iliskin Cronbach alfa degerleri sirastyla 0,82 ve 0,78 dir.

Okuma Hizi ve Okudugunu Anlama Testi: Cimem (2017) tarafindan gelistirilen test, ili¢
segenckten olusan 16 ¢oktan se¢meli sorudan olusmaktadir. Testin sorular1 verilen metinle
ilgili anlam ¢ikarmay1 ya da yorum yapmay1 gerektirmekte olup, bu ¢alismada okuma hizi
Olgtimleri yapilmamistir. Cimem (2017), devlet okullarinin ikinci sinifinda 6grenim goren
637 6grenciyle gerceklestirdigi uygulamada elde edilen KR-20 giivenirlik katsayis1 0,73 tiir.
Bu ¢alismada kullanilan okudugunu anlama testi, iiglincli ve dordiincii yillarda uygulanan
Tiirk¢e basari testleri ile birlikte analiz edilmistir.

Matematik Basari Testi 2: ilkokul ikinci smf Ogrencilerinin matematik dersindeki
basarilarin1 belirlemek iizere arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan test i¢in ilgili 6gretim
programinin birinci yartyil kazanimlarina odaklanilmistir. Bu kazanimlardan ¢oktan segmeli
testle Olctilebilir ve kritik davranis olarak nitelendirilebilecek olanlar {i¢ sinif 6gretmeni ve
iic akademisyen tarafindan belirlenmis; bu kazanimlara yonelik 40 maddelik bir deneme
formu olusturulmugtur. Deneme formu devlet okullarinin {i¢iincii siniflarinda 6grenim goren
421 ogrenciye Mart 2019°da uygulanarak test ve madde analizleri yapilmistir (bkz. Ek 1).
Gligliik ve ayirt edicilik indeksleri dikkate alinarak en iyi olan 19 madde se¢ilmistir. Testin
KR-20 giivenirlik katsayis1 0,88 olarak hesaplanmustir.

Cocuk ve Ergenler icin Okula Baglanma Olgegi: Hill ve Werner (2006) tarafindan
ABD’de gelistirilmis olan bu o6lcek, Savi (2011) tarafindan Tiirk¢eye uyarlanmigtir. Dil
gecerligi c¢aligmalarindan sonra, yaslari 9-14 arasinda degisen 708 Ogrenci iizerinde
uygulanan Glgegin faktdr yapisi incelenmis ve maddelerin 6zgiin formda yer alan faktor
yapisina uyumlu olan {i¢ boyutlu (okula, 0gretmene ve arkadasa baglanma) ozelligini
korudugu belirlenmistir. Yapilan i¢ tutarlik analizleri neticesinde, tiim 6lgek i¢in elde edilen
Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlik katsayist 0,84 olarak elde edilirken, okula baglanma alt boyutu i¢in
0,82, dgretmene baglanma alt boyutu icin 0,74, arkadasa baglanma alt boyutu i¢in 0,71
olarak belirlenmistir.

Matematik Basart Testi 3: Arastirmacilar tarafindan ilkokul {i¢lincii sin1f matematik dersi
basarisini dlgmek amaciyla gelistirilen test i¢in dncelikle ilgili 6gretim programinin birinci
yartyll kazanimlari incelenmistir. Ug smif 6gretmeni ve iic akademisyenin goriisleri
dogrultusunda ¢oktan se¢meli test maddeleriyle dl¢iilebilir ve kritik davranis 6zelligi tasiyan
kazanimlar belirlenmis, ardindan her bir kazanimi 6lgen en az ii¢ madde olmak iizere toplam
35 maddelik deneme formu hazirlanmistir. Deneme formu devlet okullarinda 6grenim goren
299 o6grenciye uygulanarak test ve madde analizleri yapilmistir (bkz. Ek 1). Kazanimlar1 en
iyi sekilde olcebilecek maddeler giigliik ve ayirt edicilik indekslerine gore secilerek, 14
maddelik nihai test formu olusturulmustur. Testin KR-20 giivenirlik katsayis1 0,86 dur.

Tiirk¢e Basart Testi 1: Arastirmacilar tarafindan 2019-2020 giiz yariyilinda gelistirilen test
icin Oncelikle iiclincli sif Tiirkge dersi Ogretim programinin birinci yartyil kazanimlar
incelenmistir. Uger smif &gretmeni ve akademisyenin goriisleri dogrultusunda goktan
secmeli test maddeleriyle Olgiilebilir ve kritik davranis Ozelligi gosteren kazanimlar
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belirlenmis, ardindan her bir kazanimi1 6lgen en az iki test maddesi olmak {izere toplam 29
maddelik deneme formu hazirlanmistir. Deneme formu devlet okullarinda 6grenim goren
310 ogrenciye uygulanarak test ve madde analizleri yapilmis (bkz. Ek 1), gili¢liik ve ayirt
edicilik indekslerine gore madde se¢imiyle 13 maddelik nihai test formu olusturulmustur.
Testin KR-20 giivenirlik katsayis1 0,86 olarak hesaplanmaistir.

Fen Bilimleri Basart Testi 1: Arastirmacilar tarafindan iiclincli sinif Fen Bilimleri dersi
basarisin1 6lgmek amaciyla 2019-2020 giiz yariyilinda gelistirilen test i¢in Oncelikle ilgili
ogretim programinin birinci yarryll kazanmmlari incelenmistir. Uger simf &gretmeni ve
akademisyenin goriisleri dogrultusunda ¢oktan segmeli test maddeleriyle dlgiilebilir ve kritik
davranis Ozelligi gosteren kazanimlar belirlenmis, ardindan her biri i¢in en az ii¢ madde
olmak tizere toplam 27 maddeden olusan deneme formu hazirlanmistir. Deneme formu
devlet okullarinda 6grenim goéren 267 O&grenciye uygulanarak test ve madde analizleri
yapilmustir (bkz. Ek 1). Giigliik ve ayirt edicilik indekslerine gore se¢ilen 13 maddelik nihai
test formunun KR-20 giivenirlik katsayis1 0,82°dir.

Matematik Dersi Basart Testi 4: Balcit (2019) tarafindan gelistirilen matematik basari
testinin hazirlanmas1 i¢in Sayilar ve Islemler, Geometri, Olgme, Veri Toplama ve
Degerlendirme adli 6grenme alanlarindaki kritik kazanimlara uzman goriisleriyle karar
verildikten sonra, 221 kisilik 6grenci grubu lizerinde deneme uygulamasi yapilmistir. Madde
ve test istatistikleriyle secilen 22 maddelik nihai formun KR-20 giivenirlik katsayisi
0,84’tiir. Testte yer alan maddelerden biri, ara¢ gere¢ (acidlger) kullanimi gerektirdigi ve
coktan se¢meli test maddesine uygun olmadigi i¢in ¢ikarilmis ve madde sayis1 21 olmustur.

Okudugunu Anlama Bagsart Testi: Ergen ve Batmaz (2019) tarafindan gelistirilmis olan
testin taslak formu 236 ilkokul dordiincii sinif 68rencisine uygulanmis, ardindan madde ve
test istatistikleri hesaplanmistir. Elde edilen veriler dogrultusunda 25 maddelik nihai test
formu olusturulmus, testin KR-20 giivenirlik katsayisi ise 0,82 olarak hesaplanmistir.

Fen Bilimleri Dersi Basar1t Testi 2: 2020-2021 egitim-6gretim yilinda kiiresel salgin
(KOVID-19) nedeniyle test gelistirilemedigi icin, dordiincii smif fen bilimleri dersi
basarisini 6lgmek amaciyla alanyazinda madde ve test istatistikleri hesaplanmis, yeterli
diizeyde giivenirlik katsayisina sahip olan basar1 testleri incelenmistir. Elde edilen bu
testlerde yer alan maddeler arasindan kritik olan kazanimlari 6lgmeye yonelik olan
maddeler, iki program gelistirme uzmani ve iki fen bilgisi Ogretmeninin goriisleri
dogrultusunda belirlenerek, 20 maddelik nihai bir basar1 testi elde edilmistir. Nihai testte yer
alan “Maddenin 6zellikleri” iinitesi ile ilgili maddeler (1-5. maddeler) Degirmenci ve Dogru
(2019); “Yer kabugu ve Diinya’mizin hareketleri” tinitesi ile ilgili maddeler (6-7. maddeler)
Oksiiz ve Giiven Demir (2019); “Basit elektrik devreleri” iinitesi ile ilgili maddeler (8., 10.
ve 13. maddeler) Solak (2020); “Besinlerimiz” iinitesi ile ilgili maddeler (9., 15. ve 18.
maddeler) Yildiz ve digerleri (2019); “Kuvvetin etkileri” {initesine yonelik maddeler (16. ve
17. maddeler) Oztiirk (2020); “Aydinlatma ve Ses Teknolojileri” ile ilgili maddeler (11., 12.,
14., 19. ve 20. maddeler) Kara (2019) tarafindan gelistirilen basar testinden elde edilmistir.
Alanyazindan derlenen 20 maddelik testin bu c¢alismadaki katilimc1 6grencilere (n = 300)
uygulanmasinin ardindan hesaplanan test istatistiklerine gore ise, testin ortalama madde
giicliigii 0,74, ortalama ayirt ediciligi 0,38, KR-20 giivenirlik katsayis1 ise 0,79 dur (bkz. Ek
1).

Verilerin Analizi

Calismada 6grencilerden elde edilen nicel verilerde, her iic modele gore yil temelinde ayri
ayr1 analiz yapilmistir. SPSS 25 paket programiyla betimleyici istatistiklerden yararlanilmais,
hem parametrik hem de parametrik olmayan analiz yontemleri kullanilmistir. Arastirma
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sorularinda lic bagimsiz degiskene (model ¢esitleri) iliskin bir bagimli degiskenin nasil
farklilagtigt incelendiginden, varsayimlar saglandigr takdirde tek yonlii ANOVA,
saglanmadig1r durumlarda ise Kruskal Wallis testi kullanilmistir. Modeller arasinda ikili
karsilagtirmalar yapilirken Tukey HSD, Games Howell ve Mann-Whitney testlerinden
uygun olan1 uygulanmistir (Morgan vd., 2007).

Bulgular
Birinci Arastirma Sorusuna Iliskin Bulgular
Tiirk¢e Basarist

Tek yonlii ANOVA sonuglarina gore, ii¢ farkli modelin uygulandigi okullarda 6grenim
goren Ogrencilerin Tiirkge dersi basari testinin Ekim 2018 [F(2,357)=0,53, p>,05] ve
Haziran 2019 [F(2,352)=0,32, p>,05] puanlar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark olmadigi
belirlenmistir (bkz. Sekil 2). Diger taraftan, Ekim 2020’de uygulanan Tiirk¢e dersi basari
testinden elde edilen veriler analiz edildiginde ii¢ model arasinda anlamli bir fark oldugu
belirlenmistir [F(2,223)=48,86, p<,05] (bkz. Tablo 3).

Tablo 3

Ekim 2020 Tiirk¢e Basar: Puanlarina Iliskin ANOVA Sonuclart
Kaynak Kareler toplami Sd Ort. kare F p
Gruplar arast1  37505,79 2 18752,89 48,86 ,000
Gruplar igi 85587,75 223 383,80
Toplam 123093,54 225

Elde edilen bu farklilik Model 1 ile Model 3 arasinda Model 1 lehine; Model 2 ile
Model 3 arasinda ise Model 2 lehine gergeklesmistir. Bagka bir deyisle, Model 1 ve 2’de
O0grenim goren Ogrencilerin Tiirkge basarilarinin Model 3 6grencilerinden daha yiiksek
oldugu soylenebilir (bkz. Tablo 4 ve Sekil 2).

Tablo 4

Ekim 2020 Tiirk¢e Basar: Testi Puanlarina Iliskin Betimsel Istatistikler
Modeller N Ort. SS
Model 1: Biitiinsel ve dort yillik dongiisel model 45 91,76 11,97

Model 2: Biitiinsel, ti¢ y1llik dongiisel ve branglasmis model 100 88,16 11,57
Model 3: Biitiinsel, iki yillik dongiisel ve branglagmis model 81 62,56 28,73
Toplam 226 79,70 23,39

Haziran 2021°de uygulanan Tiirk¢e dersi basari testi sonuglarna gore, ii¢ farklh
model arasinda anlamli bir fark vardir [F(2,272)=6,42, p<,05] (bkz. Tablo 5).

Tablo 5

Haziran 2021 Tiirkce Basari Puanlarina Iliskin ANOVA Sonuglart
Kaynak Kareler toplami sd  Ort. kare F p
Gruplar arast 3969,99 2 198499 6,42 ,002
Gruplar i¢i 84080,91 272 309,12
Toplam 88050,91 274

Bu farklilik Model 1 ile Model 3 arasinda, Model 1 lehine gerceklesmistir. Baska bir
deyisle, Model 1°deki 6grencilerin Tiirk¢e basarilart Model 3 6grencilerinden daha yiiksektir
(bkz. Tablo 6 ve Sekil 2).
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Tablo 6

Haziran 2021 Tiirkce Basari Puanlarina Iliskin Betimsel Istatistikler
Modeller N Ort. SS
Model 1: Biitiinsel ve dort yillik dongiisel model 67 88,60 13,76

Model 2: Biitiinsel, ii¢ yillik dongiisel ve branslagsmis model 102 83,60 16,27
Model 3: Biitiinsel, iki yillik dongiisel ve branslagsmis model 106 78,84 20,67
Toplam 275 8298 17,93

Sekil 2’de goriildigi gibi, Ekim 2019°da Model 3’te yeni Ogretmenlerin derse
girmesinin ardindan, 6grencilerin Tiirk¢e basarilarinda ciddi bir diislis yasanmustr.

Sekil 2
Yillara Gore Ogrencilerin Tiirkce Dersi Basart Puanmi Ortalamalar
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Matematik Basarisi

Haziran 2018’de uygulanan matematik dersi basar testi sonuglarina gore, modeller arasinda
anlaml1 bir fark yoktur [F(2,363)=1,05, p>,05] (bkz. Sekil 3). Diger taraftan, Haziran 2019
Ol¢iimlerine gore Ogrencilerin matematik basar1 puanlart arasinda anlamli farklarin oldugu
belirlenmistir [F(2,326)=11,44, p<,05] (bkz. Tablo 7).

Tablo 7

Haziran 2019 Matematik Basari Testi Puanlarina Iliskin ANOVA Sonuclar:
Kaynak Kareler toplam1 ~ Sd Ort. kare F p
Gruplar arast1  5852,90 2 2926.,45 11,44 ,000
Gruplar i¢i 83391,74 326 255,80
Toplam 89244,63 328

Buna gore, Model 1 ile Model 2 arasinda Model 1 lehine; Model 1 ile Model 3
arasinda Model 1 lehine farklilik vardir. Model 2 ile Model 3 arasinda ise anlamh bir fark
yoktur (p>,05) (bkz. Tablo 8 ve Sekil 3). Elde edilen bu bulgular birlikte
degerlendirildiginde, Model 1’de 68renim goéren 6grencilerin matematik basarilarinin hem
Model 2 hem de Model 3’e gore daha yliksek oldugu sdylenebilir.
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Tablo 8

Haziran 2019 Matematik Basar: Testi Puanlarina Iliskin Betimsel Istatistikler
Modeller N Ort. SS
Model 1: Biitiinsel ve dort yillik dongiisel model 108 81,38 15,19

Model 2: Biitiinsel, ii¢ yillik dongiisel ve branslasmis model 103 74,38 15,32
Model 3: Biitiinsel, iki y1llik dongiisel ve branslasmis model 118 71,39 17,24

Toplam 329 75,60 16,50

Ekim 2020’de uygulanan matematik basar1 testi sonuglarina gore, tic model arasinda
anlaml bir fark oldugu [F(2,172) = 9,72, p<,05] belirlenmistir (bkz. Tablo 9).

Tablo 9

Ekim 2020 Matematik Basar: Testi Puanlarina Iliskin ANOVA Sonuclar:
Kaynak Kareler toplami1 Sd Ort. kare F p
Gruplar aras1  10274,05 2 5137,03 9,72 ,000
Gruplar i¢i 90910,54 172 528,55
Toplam 101184,59 174

Bu farkliligin Model 1 ile hem Model 2 (p<,05) hem de Model 3 (p<,05) arasinda,
Model 1 lehine gergeklestigi belirlenmistir. Model 2 ile Model 3 arasinda ise anlamli bir fark
yoktur (p>,05). Buna gore, Model 1’de 6grenim goren 6grencilerin matematik basarilarinin
hem Model 2 hem de Model 3’e gore daha yiiksek oldugu sdylenebilir (bkz. Tablo 10 ve
Sekil 3).

Tablo 10

Ekim 2020 Matematik Basar: Testi Puanlarina Iliskin Betimsel Istatistikler
Modeller N Ort. SS
Model 1: Biitiinsel ve dort yillik dongiisel model 32 85,75 17,15

Model 2: Biitiinsel, ii¢ yillik dongiisel ve branslagsmis model 90 69,59 23,30
Model 3: Biitiinsel, iki yillik dongiisel ve branglasmis model 53 63,28 25,37
Toplam 175 70,63 24,114

Haziran 2021°de uygulanan matematik basar1 testi sonucglarina gore ti¢ farkli model
arasinda anlaml bir fark oldugu belirlenmistir [F(2, 221) = 19,03, p<,05] (bkz. Tablo 11).

Tablo 11

Haziran 2021 Matematik Basari Testi Puanlarina Iliskin ANOVA Sonuclari
Kaynak Kareler toplam1 ~ Sd Ort. kare F p
Gruplar aras1  14693,43 2 7346,71 19,03 ,000
Gruplar i¢i 85304,04 221 385,99
Toplam 99997,46 223

Bu fark Model 1 ile hem Model 2 (p<,05) hem de Model 3 (p<,05) arasinda Model 1
lehine; Model 2 ile Model 3 (p<,05) arasinda Model 2 lehine ger¢eklesmistir. Buna gore,
Model 1°de 6grenim goren Ogrenciler Haziran 2021°de matematik testinde en yiiksek
basariy1 gostermis, bunu Model 2 ve 3 izlemistir (bkz. Tablo 12 ve Sekil 3).
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Tablo 12

Haziran 2021 Matematik Basar: Testi Puanlarina Iliskin Betimsel Istatistikler
Modeller N Ort. SS
Model 1: Biitiinsel ve dort yillik donglisel model 57 87,60 12,76

Model 2: Biitiinsel, ii¢ yillik dongiisel ve branslagsmis model 84 79,95 17,88
Model 3: Biitiinsel, iki yillik dongiisel ve branglagsmis model 83 67,45 24,61
Toplam 224 7726 21,18

Sekil 3’te goriildiigii gibi, Ekim 2020°de Model 2’de yeni Ogretmenlerin derse
girmesinin ardindan toplanan verilerle (Haziran 2021 6l¢iimii), bu modele iliskin matematik
puanlarinda ciddi bir artis gergeklesmistir. Diger taraftan, Ekim 2019°da Model 3’te yeni
goreve baslayan 6gretmenlerin derse girmesinin ardindan toplanan verilere gore (Ekim 2020
ol¢limii) ise, 6grencilerin matematik puanlarinda diisiis yasandig1 goriilmektedir.

Sekil 3
Yillara Gore Ogrencilerin Matematik Basar: Puan: Ortalamalar:
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Fen Bilimleri Bagarist

Fen bilimleri dersi basari testinin Ekim 2020 6l¢limlerinde, 6grenciler arasinda anlamli bir
fark olmadig1 belirlenmistir [%* (2, N=236) =2,60, p>,05]. Diger taraftan, Haziran 2021
Ol¢limlerinde Ogrencilerin fen bilimleri basarilart arasinda anlamli bir fark oldugu
belirlenmistir [F(2,269)=49,42, p<,05] (bkz. Tablo 13).

Tablo 13

Haziran 2021 Fen Bilimleri Testi Puanlarina Iliskin ANOVA Sonuclari
Kaynak Kareler toplami Sd  Ort. kare F p
Gruplar aras1 2292271 2 11461,36 49,42  ,000
Gruplar i¢i 62389,05 269 231,930
Toplam 85311,77 271

Elde edilen farkin Model 1 ile hem Model 2 (p<,05) hem de Model 3 (p<,05)
arasinda Model 1 lehine; Model 2 ile Model 3 (p<,05) arasinda ise Model 2 lehine
gerceklestigi belirlenmistir. Buna gore Model 1’deki 6grencilerin fen bilimleri basarist hem
Model 2 hem de Model 3’ten daha yiiksektir (bkz. Tablo 14 ve Sekil 4).
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Tablo 14

Haziran 2021 Fen Bilimleri Testi Puanlarina Iliskin Betimsel Istatistikler
Modeller N Ort. SS
Model 1: Biitiinsel ve dort yillik dongiisel model 67 84,63 12,01
Model 2: Biitiinsel, li¢ yillik dongiisel ve branslasmis model 101 78,51 10,33
Model 3: Biitiinsel, iki yillik dongiisel ve branglasmis model 104 62,69 20,24
Toplam 272 7397 17,74

Sekil 4’e gore, Ekim 2020°de Model 2’de derse yeni &gretmenlerin girmesinin
ardindan toplanan veriler (Haziran 2021 06l¢limii), puanlarda ciddi bir
yasanmadigini gostermektedir.

Sekil 4
Ekim 2020 ve Haziran 2021 Fen Bilimleri Basari Puani Ortalamalar
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Ikinci Aragtirma Sorusuna Iliskin Bulgular

Okul Kaygist

degisiklik

Ekim 2017°de uygulanan okul kaygis1 6l¢eginden elde edilen veriler analiz edildiginde, okul
kaygis1 puanlar1 arasinda anlamli bir farkin oldugu belirlenmistir [¥*(2, N = 405) = 7,73,
p<,05] (bkz. Tablo 15 ve Sekil 5).

Tablo 15 ‘
Ekim 2017 Okul Kaygisi Puanlarina lligkin Kruskal-Wallis Testi Sonuglart

Modeller N  S.0. df p
Model 1 142 188,87

Model 2 125 195,26 7,73 2 ,021
Model 3 138 224,56

Buna gore, Model 3’lin uygulandig1 okullarda 6grenim goren o6grencilerin okul
kaygist puanlari, Model 1 ve Model 2’nin uygulandig1 okullarda 6grenim goren 6grencilerin
okul kaygis1 puanlarindan anlamli olarak daha ytiksektir (bkz. Tablo 16 ve Sekil 5).

Tablo 16
Ekim 2017 Okul Kaygisi Puanlarina Iliskin Mann-Whitney Testi Sonuclar

Modeller N  S.T. S.0. U z p
Model 1 142 18250,00 128,52 8097,00 -2,58 0,010
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Model 3 138 21090,00 152,83
Model 2 125 15226,00 121,81 7351,00 -2,12 0,034
Model 3 138 19490,00 141,23

Ogrencilerin Haziran 2018’de yapilan 6lgiimlerde okul kaygisi puanlari arasinda
anlamli bir fark oldugu belirlenmistir [¥*(2, N=360) =63,54, p<,001] (bkz. Tablo 17).

Tablo 17

Haziran 2018 Okul Kaygisi Puanlarina Iliskin Kruskal-Wallis Testi Sonuclart
Modeller N S.O. a df p
Model 1 124 144,82

Model 2 120 157,90 63,54 2 ,000
Model 3 116 242,02

Buna gore, Model 3’iin uygulandigi okullarda 6grenim goéren Ogrencilerin birinci
smiftaki okul kaygisi puanlari, Model 1 ve 2’nin uygulandigi okullarda 6grenim goéren
ogrencilerin okul kaygis1 puanlarindan anlamli derecede daha yiiksektir. Baska bir deyisle,
Model 3’te 6grenim goren 6grencilerin okul kaygilar1 diger 6grencilerden yiiksektir (bkz.
Tablo 18 ve Sekil 5).

Tablo 18

Haziran 2018 Okul Kaygisi Puanlarina Iliskin Mann-Whitney Testi Sonuglart
Modeller N S.T. S.0. U z p
Model 1 124 11131,50 89,77 3381,50 -7,22  ,000
Model3 116 17788,50 153,35
Model2 120 10894,50 90,79 3634,50 -6,44 ,000
Model3 116 17071,50 147,17

Ogrencilerin Ekim 2018°de elde edilen okul kaygisi puanlari arasinda ise anlamli bir
fark olmadig1 belirlenmistir [* (2, N=353) = 3,29, p>,05]. Benzer sekilde, Haziran 2019°da
elde edilen okul kaygis1 puanlari arasinda da anlamli bir fark olmadig1 belirlenmistir [* (2,
N =358) =1,99, p>,05]. Diger taraftan, Ekim 2019°da yapilan 6l¢iimlerde, ii¢ modele iliskin
okul kaygisi puanlari arasinda anlamli bir fark elde edilmistir [¥* (2, N=305) = 56,40,
p<,001] (bkz. Tablo 19).

Tablo 19

Ekim 2019 Okul Kaygisi Puanlarina Iigkin Kruskal-Wallis Testi Sonuclar
Modeller N S.O. ¢ df »p
Model 1 101 114,65
Model 2 107 142,84 56,40 2 ,000
Model 3 97 204,14

Elde edilen bulgulara goére, Model 3 6grencilerinin hem Model 1 hem de Model 2
ogrencilerinden anlamli olarak daha yiliksek okul kaygisina sahip oldugu; Model 2
ogrencilerinin de Model 1 6grencilerinden anlamli olarak daha yiiksek okul kaygisina sahip
oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu bulgulara dayanilarak, Model 2 ve 3’te 6grenim goren dgrencilerin
okul kaygisinin daha yiiksek oldugu sdylenebilir (bkz. Tablo 20 ve Sekil 5).

Tablo 20

Ekim 2019 Okul Kaygist Puanlarina Iliskin Mann-Whitney Testi Sonuclari
Modeller N S.T. S.O. U z p
Model 1 101  9470,50 93,77 4319,50 -2,66 ,008
Model 2 107  12265,50 114,63
Model I 101  7260,00 71,88 2109,00 -7,10  ,000
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Model 3 97 12441,00 128,26
Model2 107  8796,50 82,21 3018,50 -5,23  ,000
Model 3 97 12113,50 124,88

Sekil 5°te goriildigi gibi, Ekim 2019°da Model 3’te yeni 6gretmenlerin derse
girmesiyle birlikte, Ogrencilerin okul kaygisinin ciddi bir sekilde artis gosterdigi
belirlenmistir.

Sekil 5 )
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Okula Baglanma

Ug farkli modelin uygulandigi okullarda 6grenim géren dgrencilere yonelik okula baglanma
Olceginin Ekim 2019°da yapilan dl¢iimlerinden elde edilen verilere gére, modeller arasinda
anlamli bir fark oldugu belirlenmistir [F(2, 345) = 7,93, p<,05] (bkz. Tablo 21).

Tablo 21

Ekim 2019 Okula Baglanma Puanlarina Iliskin ANOVA Sonuclart
Kaynak Kareler toplam1 ~ sd Ort. Kare F p
Gruplar aras1 576,33 2 288,16 7,93 ,000
Gruplar i¢i 12471,18 343 36,36
Toplam 13047,50 345

Bu farklilik Model 1 ile Model 3 arasinda ve Model 1 lehine; Model 2 ile Model 3
arasinda ise Model 2 lehine ortaya c¢ikmistir. Baska bir deyisle, Model 1 ve Model 2’de
o0grenim goren Ogrencilerin okula baglanma diizeyi Model 3’teki Ogrencilerden daha
yuksektir (bkz. Tablo 22 ve Sekil 6).

Tablo 22

Ekim 2019 Okula Baglanma Puanlarina Iliskin Betimsel Istatistikler
Modeller N Ort. SS
Model 1 115 59,78 5,11
Model 2 114 60,48 4,87
Model 3 117 57,47 7,66
Toplam 346 59,23 6,15
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Ekim 2020°de yapilan 6l¢timlerden elde edilen verilere gore, lic modelin uygulandigi
okullarda 6grenim goren Ogrencilerin okula baglanma puanlari arasinda anlamli bir fark
oldugu belirlenmistir [}*(2, N = 197) =13,26, p<,05] (bkz. Tablo 23).

Tablo 23
Ekim 2020 Okula Baglanma Puanlarina Iliskin Kruskal-Wallis Testi Sonuclar:
Modeller N S.0. o df p
Model 1 111 202,73 11,99 2 ,002
Model 2 138 223,31
Model 3 152 179,48

Elde edilen bu fark Model 1 ile Model 3 arasinda Model 1 lehine; Model 2 ile Model
3 arasinda ise Model 2 lehinedir (bkz. Tablo 24 ve Sekil 6). Bu bulgulara dayanilarak Model
1 ve Model 2°de 6grenim goren dgrencilerin okula baglanma diizeyinin daha yiiksek oldugu
sdylenebilir. Okula Baglanma Olgeginin Haziran 2021°de yapilan dlciimlerinden elde edilen
verilere gore ise lic model arasinda anlamli bir fark yoktur [x*(2, N=306) = 2,25, p>,05].

Tablo 24

Ekim 2020 Okula Baglanma Puanlarina Iliskin Mann-Whitney Testi Sonuglar:
Modeller N S.T. S.O. U z p
Model 1 41 2919,00 71,20 1263,00 -2,17 0,03
Model 3 81 4584,00 56,59
Model 2 75 6867,00 91,56 2058,00 -3,51 0,00
Model 3 81 5379,00 66,41

Sekil 6’da goriildiigii gibi, Ekim 2019°da Model 3’te yeni 6gretmenlerin derse
girmesinin ardindan Ogrencilerin okula baglanma puanlarinin  diger modellerdeki
ogrencilerden daha diisiik oldugu belirlenmis; ancak yeni 6gretmenlerle gegirilen ikinci yilin
sonunda Model 3’teki 6grencilerin okula baglanmalarinda ciddi bir artig yasanmistir. Diger
taraftan Ekim 2020°de Model 2’de yeni Ogretmenlerin derse girmesiyle birlikte bu
modeldeki 6grencilerin okula baglanma puanlarinda bir miktar artis oldugu sdylenebilir.

Sekil 6
Yillara Gore Okula Baglanma Puanlar: Ortalamalari
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Okumaya Yonelik Tutumlar

Ug farkli modelin uygulandig1 okullarda grenim géren dgrencilerin okumaya yonelik tutum
Olgeginin Ekim 2018’de [F(2,369) = 0,008, p>,05], Haziran 2019°da [F(2,344) = 1,016,
p>,05], Ekim 2019°da [F(2,332) = 2,83, p>,05] ve Ekim 2020°de [F(2,211) = 0,77, p>,05]
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yapilan Ol¢limlerinden elde edilen puanlar arasinda anlamli bir fark olmadig1 belirlenmistir.
Diger taraftan, Haziran 2021°de yapilan 6l¢iim sonuglarina gore, li¢ farklt modele gore
O0grenim goren 0grencilerin okumaya yonelik tutumlar1 arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli
bir fark oldugu belirlenmistir [F(2,269) = 6,50, p<,05] (bkz. Tablo 25).

Tablo 25

Haziran 2021 Okumaya Yénelik Tutum Puanlarina Iliskin ANOVA Sonuglar
Kaynak Kareler toplami sd Ort. Kare F p
Gruplar arast1 910,73 2 455,37 6,50 ,002
Gruplar i¢i 18708,99 267 70,07
Toplam 19619,72 269

Elde edilen bu farkin Model 1 ile Model 3 arasinda ve Model 1 lehine oldugu
belirlenmistir. Bu bulgulara gére Model 1’de 6grenim goren 6grencilerin okumaya yonelik
tutumlarinin Model 3¢ gore daha olumlu oldugu sdylenebilir (bkz. Tablo 26 ve Sekil 7).

Tablo 26 ‘ )

Haziran 2021 Okumaya Yénelik Tutum Puanlarina lligkin Betimsel Istatistikler
Modeller N Ort. SS
Model 1: Biitiinsel ve dort yillik dongiisel model 65 67,94 7,33

Model 2: Biitiinsel, ti¢ yillik dongiisel ve branglasmis model 76 66,01 8,57
Model 3: Biitiinsel, iki y1llik dongiisel ve branglagsmis model 129 63,50 8,73

Toplam 270 65,27 8,54

Sekil 7°’de goriildiigi gibi Ekim 2019°da Model 3’te yeni Ogretmenlerin derse
girmesiyle birlikte, oOgrencilerin okumaya yonelik tutumlarinda bir miktar diisiis
gozlenmistir. Diger taraftan Ekim 2020’de Model 2°de yeni 6gretmenlerin derse girmesiyle
birlikte, ogrencilerin okumaya yonelik tutumlarinda ciddi bir degisiklik olmadig:
gorilmiistiir.

Sekil 7
Yillara Gére Okumaya Yonelik Tutum Ortalamalari
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Calismada elde edilen sonuglara gore, {i¢ farkli modelin uygulandigi okullarda
ogrenim goren Ogrencilerin 3. ve 4. simif Tiirkge, 2. sinif, 3. sinif ve 4. sinif matematik ve 4.
siif fen bilimleri basar1 puanlar1 arasinda Model 1 lehine anlamli farkliliklar elde edilmistir.
Bagka bir deyisle, Model 1°de 6grenim goéren Ogrencilerin Tiirkge, matematik ve fen
bilimleri derslerinde diger modellerdeki Ogrencilerden daha yiiksek basar1 gosterdigi
belirlenmistir. Ayrica Model 3’teki 6grencilerin 1. 2. ve 3. sinif okul kaygisi puanlar1 diger
iki modeldeki 6grencilerden anlamli olarak daha yiiksek; Model 1 6grencilerinin 4. sinif
okumaya yonelik tutum puanlart Model 3 6grencilerinden anlamli olarak daha yiiksektir.
Son olarak, Model 1 ve Model 2 6grencilerinin 3. ve 4. sinif okula baglanma puanlarinin,
Model 3 dgrencilerinden daha yiiksek oldugu belirlenmistir. Ogrencilerden elde edilen nicel
bulgular degerlendirildiginde, bilissel baz1 6zellikler bakimindan geleneksel modelin (Model
1: Biitiinsel ve dort yillik dongiisel) daha basarili, duyussal bazi 6zellikler agisindan ise
Model 3’iin (biitiinsel, iki yillik dongiisel ve branglasmis) daha zayif, Model 1 ile Model
2’nin ise duyussal baz1 6zellikler iizerinde benzer sonuglara sahip oldugu sdylenebilir. Elde
edilen sonuglar dogrultusunda, Model 1’in (geleneksel, biitiinsel ve dort yillik dongiisel
model), 6grencilerin hem duyussal hem de bilissel 6zellikleri kazanmasinda en etkili model
oldugu sdylenebilir. Bunun yaninda, uzun siire ayn1 6gretmenle devam edilen, son sinifta
brans derslerine farkli 6gretmenlerin girdigi Model 2’nin de (biitlinsel, ii¢ y1llik dongiisel ve
branglasmis model) uygulanabilir oldugunu sdylemek miimkiindiir. Iki yillik déngiisel-
biitiinsel modelin (Model 3) ise hem biligsel hem de duyussal bazi 6zellikler agisindan
basarili olamadig1 goriilmektedir.

Tartisma ve Oneriler

Calismada biitiinsel ve dort yillik dongiisel (Model 1) modelin uygulandigi okullarda
O0grenim goren Ogrencilerin Tiirk¢e, matematik ve fen bilimleri basarilarmin diger
modellerdeki ogrencilerden anlamli derecede yiiksek olmasi, dongilisel modeldeki
ogrencilerin matematik (Caauwe, 2009; Cistone ve Shneyderman, 2004; Lee vd., 2016;
McMahon, 2019; Tourigny vd., 2019; Wang vd., 2017), dil ve fen bilimleri testlerinde
(Belcher, 2020; Cistone ve Shneyderman, 2004; Hill ve Jones, 2018; Lee vd., 2016;
McGrath ve Rust, 2002; Tourigny vd., 2019; Wang vd., 2017) daha basarili oldugunu
gosteren uluslararast ¢alismalar1 dogrulamaktadir. Bu sonuglarin nedeni olarak biitiinsel ve
dort yillik dongiisel (Model 1) modelde dgrenciler, 6gretmenler ve veliler arasinda tutarli ve
uzun vadeli iligkilerin varligi (Baroody, 2017; Thomas, 2014), dersler/ konular arasi
biitiinlesmeyi miimkiin kilan siireklilik (Parker vd., 2017), olumlu iliskilerin 6grencilerin
davranis problemlerini azaltarak sosyal becerileri, uzun vadeli cabayr ve akademik
performansi iyilestirmis olmast (Tourigny vd., 2019) diisiintilebilir. Nicel bulgulara gore
Ekim 2020°de Ogretmenleri degisen Model 3 oOgrencilerinin matematik ve Tiirkce
basarisindaki diisiis ile Haziran 2021°de 6gretmenleri degisen Model 2 6grencilerinin Tiirkce
basarisindaki diislis, bu c¢ikarimlar1 desteklemektedir. Nitekim biitiinsel ve dort yillik
dongiisel model, okullarda uygulanmasi en ekonomik ve en kolay olan model olarak
goriildiigiinden Almanya, Cin, Danimarka, Finlandiya, Hirvatistan, Hollanda, Israil, Isvec,
Italya, Jamaika, Japonya, Kiiba ve Rusya’daki ilkokullarda da uygulanmaktadir (Girgin,
2021; Marusi¢ vd., 2020; Tourigny vd., 2019; Wang vd., 2017). Tiirkiye’deki aragtirmalarda
farkli modellerin 6grenci basarilarina etkileri konusunda gorgiil bulgulara ulagilamadigi igin
karsilagtirma yapmak miimkiin olmasa da, bulgular dikkate alindiginda Ozellikle devlet
okullarinda geleneksel hale gelen biitiinsel ve dort yillik dongiisel modelin siirdiiriilmesinde
akademik basar1 acisindan yarar oldugu sdylenebilir. ABD ve Kanada’da geleneksellesmis
olan her y1l farkli bir sinif 6gretmeninin derse girmesi (her yil 6gretmen degismesi modeli)
uzun yillardir tartisildigindan ve bu c¢alismada iki yillik dongiisel ve branslasmis modeldeki
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(Model 3) ogrencilerin basarilar1 daha diisiik oldugundan, Tiirkiye’de bu modelin
uygulanmamasi daha isabetli olacaktir.

Bulgulara gore, Model 1 ve 2’de 68renim goren 6grencilerin son iki yildaki okula
baglanma puanlarinin anlamli olarak daha yiiksek olmas1 ve Model 3’teki d6grencilerin ilk {i¢
yilda anlamli olarak daha fazla okul kaygis1 gostermesi c¢arpicidir. Bu sonuglar Model 3’in
caligmada Olciilen duyussal 6zellikleri (okula baglanma, okumaya yonelik tutum, diisiik okul
kaygis1) kazandirmak bakimindan daha zayif oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Elde edilen
bulgularla benzer sekilde, iki yil boyunca ayni 6gretmen ve sinif arkadaslariyla birlikte olan
ogrencilerin baglilik duygularinin arttigi, kendini giivende hissettikleri ve topluluk bilincinin
giiclendigi belirlenmistir (Bulau, 2007). Girgin (2021), dongiisel modelin 6gretmenlerin
ogrencilerle ve velilerle bag kurmaya destek olmasi nedeniyle, yakin iliskiler kurmaya
yardimci oldugunu, 6grencilerin okula aidiyet hissi gelistirmesine yardim ettigini, ev-okul
baglantisin1 gli¢lendirdigini ve dolayli olarak da 6grenci basarisina olumlu etkisi oldugunu
belirtmektedir. ilaveten déngiisel modeldeki 6grencilerin okula yonelik tutumlarmin diger
modele gore anlamli derecede yiiksek oldugu belirlenmistir (Riley, 2014). Zira ¢ocukla
Ogretmen arasindaki gliven (bag) birlikte gecirilen yillarda gliglenmekte, 6grenci zamanla
kendini daha rahat ve desteklenmis hissetmekte, ayrica veli ve 6gretmen arasindaki yakin
iligkiler de giiclendiginden Ogrenci sadece kendisi i¢in degil, ailesi ve dgretmeni igin de
basarili olmak istemektedir (Bracey, 1999). Erol ve Basaran da (2020) sinif dgretmenleri
ikiden fazla degisen ilkokul Ogrencilerinin c¢aresizlik, degersizlik, izintli, kaygi,
cezalandirilma, kiskanglik vb. olumsuz duygular yasadiklarini, 6gretmen degisikliklerinin
sanki okula yeniden basliyormus hissi verdigini belirlemislerdir. Onceki ¢alismalarda
Ogrencilerin sinif 6gretmenini “yol gosterici, koruyucu ve ydnlendirici” olarak algilamasi
(Erol ve Basaran, 2020) ve ozellikle “anne baba” metaforunu kullanmig olmalart (Ertiirk,
2017) dikkate alindiginda, siif dgretmenlerinin duyussal ozelliklerin kazanilmasinda ne
kadar 6nemli oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Sonug olarak, siirekli ya da sik 6gretmen degisikligi
durumunda 6grencilerin okula bagliliklarinin olumsuz yonde etkilenecegi ve okula yonelik
kaygilarin artacagi goriisii (Erol ve Basaran, 2020), bu ¢alismanin nicel bulgularinda net bir
bigimde kanitlanmistir.

Ote yandan ogrencilere ait akademik basari puanlarma ve okul kaygisi, okula
baglanma diizeyleri ve okumaya yonelik tutumlara iligkin bulgularin birbirini dogruladig:
sOylenebilir. Bagka bir deyisle, biitiinsel ve dort yillik dongiisel (Model 1) modelin
uygulandig1 okullarda 6grenim goren Ogrencilerin bilissel ve duyussal bazi 6zelliklerinin
diger modellerdeki o6grencilerden daha yiiksek olmasi birbiriyle iligki olabilir. Zira yapilan
arastirmalar ¢cocuklarin sosyal ve duygusal ihtiyaclarini desteklemenin hayati 6nemine isaret
etmekte, sinifta kendini rahat hissetmeyen 6grencilerin 6grenemeyecegini, stresli beyinlerin
gerekli sinirsel baglantilar1 olusturamayacagini ortaya koymaktadir (Siegel, 2007). Beyin
temelli 6grenme kuraminda da biligsel ve duyugsal gelerin birbirinden ayrilamayacagi;
beyin performansinin korku ya da kayg: karsisinda diistiigli, uygun bir sekilde zorlandiginda
ise iist diizeyde 0grenebildigi belirtilmektedir (Caine ve Caine, 2002). Bu baglamda biitiinsel
ve dort yillik dongilisel modeldeki 6grencilerin 6gretmenleriyle yakin bir iligki iginde
olmalari, okula baglanmalar1 ve diisiik okul kaygisina sahip olmalari; Tiirkge, matematik ve
fen bilimleri derslerindeki basarilarina dolayli olarak katki saglamis olabilir. Nitekim
duyussal giris 6zelliklerinin olumlu hale getirilmesiyle basarmin arttirilabilecegi (Ozgelik,
1998; Senemoglu, 2013), duyussal oOzelliklerin bilissel hedeflere  ulagsmay1
kolaylastirabilecegi (Gomleksiz ve Kan, 2012) bilinmektedir.

Calismadan elde edilen bulgular dogrultusunda, geleneksel modelin (Model 1)
ogrencilerin bilissel ve duyussal bazi ozellikleri kazanmasinda daha basarili olmasi
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nedeniyle siirdiiriilmesi Onerilebilir. Bunun yaninda, ilkokul son sinifta brans derslerine
farkli 6gretmenlerin girdigi Model 2’nin de (biitlinsel, li¢ yillik dongiisel ve branslasmis
model) uygulanabilir oldugunu séylemek miimkiindiir. Ancak biitiinsel, iki yillik dongiisel
ve branglasmis model ile (Model 3), her sene 6gretmen degigsmesi modelinin uygulanmamasi
daha isabetli olacaktir. Diger bir deyisle, ilkokul 6grencilerinin ayni1 6gretmenle en az ii¢ yil
birlikte olmasinda yarar vardir. Model degisikligi yapacak 6zel okullarin kendi baglami
icerisinde bilimsel aragtirmalar yaparak (en iyi modeli arayarak) ve ¢cocugun yiiksek yararini
gozeterek model belirlemesi gerekli goriinmektedir. Bu ¢alisma Tiirkiye’deki farkli sehirleri
temsil etmediginden, yeni arastirmalarda farkli bolgelerdeki ilkokullar {izerinde, 6grencilerin
yeni degiskenleri kullanilarak veri toplanabilir. Ozellikle ogrencilerin farkli gelisim
alanlarina dair yeni degiskenlerin karsilagtirilmasinda yarar vardir. Ayrica farkli modellerde
egitim goren 6grenciler sadece ilkokul siirecinde degil, ortaokul ve lise diizeylerinde de
izlenerek daha kapsamli bilgilere ulasilabilir.

Etik Kurul izin Bilgisi: Bu arastirma, Ege Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Bilimsel
Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Kurulunun 28.09.2017 tarih ve 04/14 sayuli karari ile alinan izinle
yiirtittilmiistiir.

Yazar Cikar Catismasi Bilgisi: Herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atismast bulunmamaktadir.

Yazar Katkist: Isboliimii ve dayanisma yoluyla, her iki yazar adil olarak katki saglamistir.

Kaynakc¢a

Allington, R. L. (2020). Departmentalization in elementary schools: Contradictions teachers
confront. American Journal of Educational Research and Reviews, 5(77), 1-12.

Almond, S. L. (2018). Using a longitudinal approach to determine the long-term impact of
looping. (Doctor of education dissertation). Northcentral University, California.

Balci, O. (2019). Ilkokul 3. ve 4. simf oOgrencilerine yonelik matematik basar: testi
gelistirilmesi. (Yayimlanmamus yiiksek lisans tezi). Ordu Universitesi, Ordu.

Baroody, A. E. (2017). Exploring the contribution of classroom formats on teaching
effectiveness and achievement in upper elementary classrooms, School Effectiveness
and School Improvement, 28(2), 314-335. doi:10.1080/09243453.2017.1298629

Belcher, A. R. (2020). Effects of looping, kindergarten to first grade and performance on
state reading tests in third, fourth and fifth grades: A case study. (Doctor of
Education dissertation). The University of Findlay, USA.

Bracey, G. (1999). Going loopy for looping. Phi Delta Kappan, 81(2), 169 — 170.

Brobst, J., Markworth, M., Tasker, T. & Ohana, C. (2017). Comparing the preparedness,
content knowledge of elementary science specialists and self-contained teachers.
Journal of Research in Science Teaching. 54(10), 1302—1321.

Bulau, R. J. (2007). Looping and its impact on student connectedness. (Doctor of Education
dissertation). Walden University, Minnesota, United States.

Caauwe, C. M. (2009). The impact of looping practices on student achievement at a
Minnesota inner city elementary school: A comparison study. (Doctor of Education
dissertation). Saint Mary’s University of Minnesota, USA.

Caine, R. N., & Caine, G. (2002). Beyin temelli 6grenme. (Cev. Ed. G. Ulgen) Ankara:
Nobel Yaymn Dagitim.



96 Ay ve Biimen/ Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 59, 76-102, 2023

Canbulat, T. ve Kiriktas, H. (2016). Ilkokula Hazirbulunusluk Olgegi’nin gelistirilmesi.
Academia Egitim Arastirmalart Dergisi, 1(1), 26-35.

Cesur, B. (2019). Smnif ogretmenliginde uzmanlasma modellerinin 6gretmen, ogrenci ve
ogretim elemanlarimin  goriisleri agisindan  degerlendirilmesi. (Yayimlanmamig
yluksek lisans tezi). Ankara Universitesi, Ankara.

Chan, T. C., & Jarman, D. (2004). Departmentalize elementary schools. Principal, 84, 70-
72.

Cimem, O. (2017). Okula baslama yasina gore ilkokul ikinci simf ogrencilerinin okuma
becerilerine dair bir arastirma. (Yayimmlanmamis yiiksek lisans tezi). Istanbul
Universitesi, Istanbul.

Cistone, P. J., & Shneyderman, A. (2004). Looping: An empirical evaluation. International
Journal of Educational Policy, Research, & Practice, 5(1), 47-61.

Creswell, J. W. (2009). Research design qualitative and quantitative approaches. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Creswell, J. W. & Plano Clark, V. L. (2018). Designing and conducting mixed methods
research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Degirmenci, A. & Dogru, M. (2019). Ilkokul 4. sinif fen bilimleri dersi 6gretim programi
maddeyi tantyalim iinitesi kazanimlarinin gergeklesme diizeyinin degerlendirilmesi.
Garzi Egitim Bilimleri Dergisi, 5(1), 102-121.

Drees, J. (1989). Elementary school organization: Self-contained and departmentalized
classroom structures. [Available on https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED311546].

Ergen, Y. ve Batmaz, O. (2019). Ilkokul 4. smif dgrencilerinin okudugunu anlama
stratejilerini kullanma diizeyleri ile okudugunu anlama basarilari arasindaki iliski.
Mehmet Akif Ersoy Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 49, 130-147.

Erol, M. ve Basaran, M. (2020). Ilkokul &grencileri smif dgretmeni degisimini nasil
algiliyor? Egitimde Nitel Arastirmalar Dergisi, 8(4), 1196-1213.

Ertiirk, R. (2017). Ilkokul &grencilerinin dgretmen kavramina iliskin metaforik algilari. E-
Uluslararasi Egitim Arastirmalari Dergisi, 8(3), 1-15, Doi: 10.19160/ijer.285232

Findley, M. J. (2019). The impact of looping in an elementary school setting. (Doctorate of
Education dissertation). University of North Carolina, USA.

Gilmore, J. K. (2016). The departmentalized education classroom model and its affect on
student achievement in upper elementary. (Doctor of Education dissertation).
Trevecca Nazarene University, TN, USA.

Girgin, 1. (2021). Egitimde “Looping” tekniginin 6grencilere etkisi iizerine bir inceleme.
Egitimde Kuram ve Uygulama, 17(1), 54-66. doi: 10.17244/eku.911410

Gomleksiz, M. N. ve Kan, A. U. (2012). Egitimde duyussal boyut ve duyussal 6grenme.
Turkish Studies, 7(1),1159-1177.

Giizelbey, B. (2006). Ilkogretimin “1. 2. 3. simf Ogretmenligi” ile “4. 5. simf
ogretmenligi "nin  uzmanlhk alamina doniistiiriilmesine iliskin  bir arastirma
(Gaziantep Ornegi). (Yaymmlanmamus yiiksek lisans tezi). Gaziantep Universitesi,
Gaziantep.


https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED311546

Ay ve Biimen / Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 59, 76-102, 2023 97

Harrington, J. M. (2017). The role of school climate, parent involvement, and principal
characteristics on the effectiveness of looping as a student achievement tool. (Doctor
of Philosophy dissertation). Mercer University, GA, USA.

Hill, A. J., & Jones, D. B. (2018). A teacher who knows me: The academic benefits of repeat
student-teacher matches. Economics of Education Review, 64, 1-12.

Hill, L. G., & Werner, N. E. (2006). Affiliative motivation, school attachment and
aggression in school. Psychology in the Schools, 43(2), 231-246.

Kara, S. (2019). Model destekli argiimantasyon tabanli bilim 6grenme yaklasiminin ilkokul
fen dersinde uygulanmasi. (Yayimlanmamis doktora tezi). Hacettepe Universitesi,
Ankara.

Kocaarslan, M. (2016). “Garfield” gorselli 1-6. smiflar i¢in okumaya yonelik tutum
Olceginin Tiirkce uyarlama ¢alismasi. Ilkogretim Online, 15(4), 1217-1233.

Lee, A., Martin, K. F., & Trim, R. (2016). The impact of departmentalization in elementary
schools within a middle Tennessee school district. (Doctor of Education dissertation).
Lipscomb University.

Lyneham, H. L., Street, A. K. Abbott, M. J., & Rapee, R. M. (2008). Psychometric
properties of the school anxiety scale-teacher report (SAS-TR). Journal of Anxiety
Disorders, 22, 292-300.

Marusi¢, 1., Jagodi¢, G. K., Erceg, 1., & Sabié J. (2020). Longitudinal study of individual,
environmental and contextual factors predicting adaptation to the transition to lower
secondary education. Learning and Individual Differences. 83-84, 101946.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.1indif.2020.101946

McGrath, C. J & Rust, J. O. (2002). Academic achievement and between-class transition
time for self-contained and departmental upper-elementary classes. Journal of
Instructional Psychology, 29(1), 40-43.

McKenna, M. C., & Kear, D. J. (1990). Measuring attitude toward reading: A new tool for
teachers. The Reading Teacher, 43(8), 626-639.

McMahon, P. E. (2019). Departmentalization in intermediate elementary grade levels and
student performance in mathematics. (Doctor of Education dissertation). Florida
State University, USA.

MEB (2016). Milli Egitim Bakanhgi okul oncesi egitim ve ilkogretim kurumlar
yonetmeliginde degisiklik yapilmasina dair yonetmelik.
[http://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2016/06/20160616-1.htm]

Medlock, E. C. (2020). The impact of departmentalized and traditional instructional settings
on economically disadvantaged fourth grade students’ mathematical proficiency.
(Doctor of Education dissertation). Liberty University, VA, USA.

Minott, R. C. (2016). Elementary teachers’ experiences of departmentalized instruction and
its impact on student affect. (Doctor of Education dissertation). William Howard Taft
University, CO, USA.

Morgan, G. A., Leech, N. L., Gloeckner, G. W., & Barrett, K. C. (2007). SPSS for
introductory statistics (Third ed.). New Jersey: Lawrance Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

O’Neill, K. R. (2002) Looping: A study of multiyear instruction in the primary grades.
(Doctor of Education dissertation). Eastern Michigan University, USA.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2020.101946
http://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2016/06/20160616-1.htm

98 Ay ve Biimen/ Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 59, 76-102, 2023

Oksiiz, Y. & Giiven Demir, E. (2019). Acik uglu ve ¢oktan segmeli basar1 testlerinin
psikometrik 6zellikleri ve 6grenci performansi agisindan karsilastirilmasi. Hacettepe
Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 34(1), 259-282.

Onder, Y. (2015). Understanding the five-year generalist teaching cycle in elementary
schools: Teachers’ perspectives. (Master of Education dissertation). Spalding
University, Louisville, KY, USA.

Ozgelik, D. A, (1998). Egitim programlar: ve 6gretim (Genel dgretim yontemi), (4. Baski),
OSYM Yaynlari, Ankara.

Oztiirk, D. (2020). [lkokul 4. Sinif fen bilimleri dersinde STEM etkinliklerinin akademik
basariya etkisi. Yayimlanmamis yiiksek lisans tezi. Ordu Universitesi, Ordu.

Parker, A. Rakes, L., & Arndt, K. (2017). Departmentalized, self-contained, or somewhere
in between: Understanding elementary grade-level organizational decision-making,
The Educational Forum, 81(3), 236-255. Doi: 10.1080/00131725.2017.1314569

Plano Clark, V., Anderson, Wertz, J., Zhou, Y., Schumacher, K., & Miaskowski, C. (2015).
Conceptualizing longitudinal mixed methods designs: A methodological review of
health sciences research. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 9(4) 297-319.

Ray, S. J. (2017). Departmentalized classroom environments versus traditional classroom
environments in second through fourth grades: A quantitative analysis. (Doctor of
Education dissertation). Lindenwood University, MO, USA.

Riley, S. J. (2014). The effects of looping on second graders’ reading achievement and
attitudes towards school, (Master of education dissertation). Goucher College, USA.

Saricam, H. ve Cetintag, K. (2015). Okul kaygist dlgegi-6gretmen formunu Tiirk¢eye
uyarlama: Gegerlik ve gilivenirlik calismasi. Cumhuriyet International Journal of
Education, 4(2), 41-50.

Savi, F. (2011). rouk ve Ergenler icin Okula Baglanma Olgegi: Gegerlik ve giivenirlik
calismast. llkogretim Online, 10(1), 80-90.

Senemoglu, N. (2013). Gelisim, ogrenme ve 6gretim: Kuramdan uygulamaya. (12. Baski),
Gazi Kitabevi, Ankara.

Siegel, D. J. (2007). The mindful brain: Reflection and attunement in the cultivation of well-
being. New York, W.W. Norton.

Skelton, C. R. (2015). The effects of departmentalized and self-contained structures on
student achievement. (Doctor of Philosophy dissertation). The University of
Mississippi, USA.

Slavin, R. E. (1988). Synthesis of research on grouping in elementary and secondary
schools. Educational Leadership, 46(1), 67-77.

Solak, M. (2019). [lkégretim birinci kademe dérdiincii simif fen bilimleri dersinde uygulanan
istasyon tekniginin ogrencilerin fen bilimleri dersine yonelik 6z yeterliklerine ve ders
basarilarina etkisi. (Yaymmlanmams yiiksek lisans tezi). Balikesir Universitesi,
Balikesir.

Thomas, K. A. (2014). Studying the looping cycle in early childhood public education: A
multiple case study analysis. (Doctoral dissertation). The University of Alabama,
Birmingham, USA.



Ay ve Biimen / Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 59, 76-102, 2023 99

Tok, H. ve Bozkurt, A. (2010). Sinif 6gretmenlerinin 1. 2. 3. siniflar i¢in ayr1 ve 4. 5. siiflar
icin ayr1 yetigtirilmeleri  konusunda simif  dgretmenlerinin  goriislerinin
degerlendirilmesi. Gaziantep Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 9(2), 759-778.

Tourigny, R., Plante, 1., & Raby, C. (2019). Do students in a looping classroom get higher
grades and report a better teacher-student relationship than those in a traditional
setting? Educational Studies, 46(6), 744-759.

Wang, W., Wu, M., Shi, Y., Chen, Y., Loyalka, P, Chu, J., Kenny, K., & Rozelle, S. (2017).
The effect of teacher looping on student achievement: Evidence from rural China.
Working Paper, 318, [Available on https:/fsi-live.s3.us-west-
1.amazonaws.com/s3fspublic/318 the effect of teacher looping_on_student achi
evement_evidence from_rural china.pdf ], Retrieved on June 6, 2021.

Yildiz, S., Kegeci, G. & Kirbag Zengin, F. (2019). Dengeli Beslenme Akademik Basari
Testi: Gegerlik ve giivenirlik arastirmasit. YYU Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 16(1), 848-
868.



https://fsi-live.s3.us-west-1.amazonaws.com/s3fspublic/318__the_effect_of_teacher_looping_on_student_achievement_evidence_from_rural_china.pdf
https://fsi-live.s3.us-west-1.amazonaws.com/s3fspublic/318__the_effect_of_teacher_looping_on_student_achievement_evidence_from_rural_china.pdf
https://fsi-live.s3.us-west-1.amazonaws.com/s3fspublic/318__the_effect_of_teacher_looping_on_student_achievement_evidence_from_rural_china.pdf

100 Ay ve Biimen/ Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 59, 76-102, 2023



Ay ve Biimen / Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 59, 76-102, 2023 101

Ekler

Ek 1. Birinci, ITkinci, Uciincii Sinif Matematik; Uciincii Sumf Tiirkce ile Ugiincii ve Dérdiincii Sinif Fen Bilimleri Basar: Testlerine Ait Madde ve Test
Istatistikleri (* Nihai testte yer alan maddeler)

I. Smf Matematik 2. Smif Matematik 3. Simif Matematik 3. Simif Tirkgce Basart 3. Smif Fen Bilimleri 4. Smif Fen Bilimleri

Basar1 Testi Basar1 Testi Basar1 Testi Testi Basar Testi Basar1 Testi
Mad Giligl Ayirt Madd Giligl Ayrt Madd Gicli Ayt Madd Gigli Ayt Madd Gigli  Ayirt Madd Gigli Ayirt
deno ik edicilik eno ik edicilik e no k edicii eno k edicili eno k edicilik eno k edicilik

Inde Indek Indek k Indek k Indek Indek

ksi si si si si si
1 0,78 0,32 1* 0,92 0,23 1* 0,87 0,21 1* 0,76 0,48 1* 0,50 0,61 1 0,64 0.32
2% 0,56 0,63 2 0,92 0,15 2 0,92 0,16 2 0,86 0,31 2 0,82 0,42 2 0,80 0.47
3* 0,85 0,24 3% 0,92 0,21 3* 0,78 0,46 3 0,92 0,22 3 0,91 0,20 3 0,96 0.15
4 0,90 0,16 4 0,92 0,20 4* 0,70 0,57 4* 0,87 0,28 4 0,30 0,26 4 0,19 0.25
5 0,51 0,50 5* 0,75 0,46 5 0,89 0,27 5% 0,72 0,52 5* 0,79 0,48 5 0,61 0.37
6* 0,56 0,53 6 0,73 0,37 6 0,87 0,30 6 0,83 0,38 6* 0,57 0,44 6 0,74 0.56
7 0,79 0,38 7 0,46 0,05 7 0,89 0,40 7* 0,82 0,44 7* 0,68 0,55 7 0,89 0.25
8* 0,57 0,65 8* 0,90 0,25 8 0,85 0,44 8 0,72 0,55 8 0,81 0,22 8 0,72 0.27
o* 0,60 0,67 9 0,78 0,46 o* 0,63 0,60 9 0,95 0,16 9 0,86 0,24 9 0,93 0.21
10 0,70 0,49 10%* 0,69 0,61 10 0,74 0,41 10 0,77 0,29 10 0,84 0,38 10 0,44 0.64
11 0,49 0,74 11 0,68 0,48 11 0,62 0,58 11 0,81 0,23 11%* 0,68 0,43 11 0,81 0.43
12%* 0,54 0,72 12%* 0,46 0,51 12%* 0,60 0,60 12 0,94 0,21 12 0,67 0,15 12 0,47 0.56
13* 0,62 0,66 13 0,92 0,27 13 0,82 0,26 13%* 0,93 0,22 13%* 0,71 0,59 13 0,77 0.45
14 0,68 0,56 14%* 0,88 0,34 14 0,84 0,33 14* 0,87 0,32 14 0,88 0,35 14 0,82 0.40
15 0,72 0,48 15 0,89 0,27 15 0,39 0,43 15% 0,79 0,37 15% 0,44 0,58 15 0,91 0.31
16* 0,76 0,50 16* 0,50 0,68 16* 0,62 0,60 16 0,87 0,34 16* 0,78 0,51 16 0,71 0.48
17 0,79 0,49 17 0,62 0,68 17%* 0,64 0,57 17%* 0,81 0,53 17 0,80 0,47 17 0,86 0.36
18%* 0,54 0,72 18* 0,68 0,58 18 0,65 0,38 18 0,86 0,25 18%* 0,73 0,55 18 0,91 0.22
19 0,26 0,24 19 0,73 0,53 19 0,53 0,55 19%* 0,81 0,51 19 0,77 0,46 19 0,82 0.47
20* 0,68 0,59 20 0,90 0,23 20%* 0,66 0,61 20%* 0,85 0,39 20 0,78 0,48 20 0,86 0.40

21 0,70 0,63 21* 0,87 0,30 21* 0,58 0,61 21 0,71 0,49 21% 0,81 0,47
22* 0,49 0,76 22 0,79 0,47 22 0,64 0,56 22% 0,66 0,68 22%* 0,85 0,32
23 0,55 0,62 23* 0,73 0,59 23 0,56 0,52 23 0,67 0,46 23 0,91 0,23
24 0,65 0,68 24* 0,56 0,53 24 0,56 0,58 24 0,81 0,44  24* 0,70 0,62
25*% 0,57 0,56 25 0,77 0,47 25 0,56 0,29 25%* 0,74 0,45 25 0,83 0,35
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26 065 0,65  26% 083 041 26 037 042 26% 084 040 26* 0,69 0,55
27055 0,62 27 0,65 059 27 0,58 0,57 27 0,94 0,18 27 0,84 0,37
28 053 0,66 28 044 034 28 0,89 033 28 0,84 0,41
29% 053 0,65  29% 081 045  29% 059 033 29 0,74 0,56
30+ 0,65 0,65 30 071 054 30 043 0,50
31 054 056 31 082 033 31 0,54 0,41

32% 0,71 0,55 32 036 0,24

33% 0,92 0,23 33 0,57 0,58

34 0,96 0,09  34* 054 0,62

35 0,9 0,09 35 0,73 0,53

36 0,87 025

37% 0,69 0,49

38 0,73 0,44

39 0,82 034

40* 0,79 035
Ortalama 0,624 0,768 0,657 0,817 0,739 0,743
Gicliik
Ort,Ayirt 0,559 0,385 0,452 0,381 0,417 0,377
Edicilik
KR- 20 0,903 0,881 0,859 0,863 0,823 0,789
KR-21 0,894 0,863 0,839 0,856 0,798 0,729
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Abstract

The aim of this study is to compare the specialization of classroom teaching models on students for four
years. Thus, conducting the study with the schools which have instructions based on three examined
models; a) self-contained and four-year looping (Model 1), b) self-contained, three-year looping and
departmentalized (Model 2), and c) self-contained, two-year looping and departmentalized (Model 3),
it compared the students’ achievements in the courses (mathematics, science, and Turkish language) and
their school anxiety, school attachment, and attitude towards reading. The study utilized a panel study,
one of the longitudinal designs, and it included primary school students (402 in the first year/ 223 in the
fourth year) at six private schools between 2017-2021 in Tiirkiye. Findings revealed that the students in
Model 1 were significantly more successful in Turkish, mathematics, and science courses than in other
models. Additionally, the students’ school anxiety scores in Model 3 in grades 1-3 were significantly
higher than in the other two models; the fourth graders’ attitudes towards reading scores in Model 1
were significantly higher than the Model 3 students. Finally, the findings showed that the school
attachment scores of the Model 1 and Model 2 students in the third grade were higher than the Model 3
students. In conclusion, Model 1 (self-contained and four-year looping model) was the most successful
model for students to acquire some affective and cognitive characteristics; on the other hand, Model 3
was weaker in terms of affective characteristics.

Keywords: specialization in classroom teaching, self-contained models, looping models,
departmentalized models
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Introduction

In Tiirkiye, the traditional setting of the same teacher in primary school continues for many
years, as stated in the regulation published by the Ministry of National Education (MEB, 2016),
“in primary schools, primary school (classroom) teachers teach the same class in the upper
level; however, when they request to teach in another class, they can if only it is approved by
the administration”. However, the rapid increase in the number of private schools in recent
years and the consequent competitive environment have urged private schools to implement
varied specialization models in classroom teaching in search of qualifications for private
schools (Cesur, 2019). On the other hand, in public schools, the same teacher works in many
courses for four years, and this model has become traditional.

When the literature is examined, it can be noted that various specialization models are
implemented worldwide. For instance, primary schools in the USA and Canada propose the
tradition of having a different primary school teacher every year, which can be called the model
of “changing teachers every year” or “one-year settings” (Tourigny et al., 2019). In contrast, in
the looping model, the teacher teaches a group of students for at least two academic years and
then completed a loop, and s/he continues the same loop with a new class (Cistone &
Shneyderman, 2004). The number of years in each loop varies from country to country;
generally, a teacher spends two or three years with the same students (Tourigny et al., 2019).
Accordingly, it can be said that the model has sub-types as two-year looping, three-year
looping, four-year looping, and five-year looping. There are models for specialization based on
subjects or subject areas in addition to models based on grade levels (student groups). One of
them, the generalist or self-contained model, assumes that classroom teachers are equally
qualified in all core academic subjects (language, mathematics, physics, and social sciences)
and teach all of them (Brobst et al., 2017). Courses such as foreign language, physical
education, music, visual arts, religious studies, drama, etc. are taught by different teachers. On
the other hand, in the departmentalized model, the responsibility of teaching basic subjects is
shared between two or more teachers (Ray, 2017); as teachers teach a lesson to more than one
class (Slavin, 1987), they specialize in a particular subject area (Chan & Jarman, 2004).
Although this study argues the general types, there are some sub-types within the generalist,
self-contained and departmentalized models (Drees, 1989). Figure 1 presents the classification
of the specialization models described above.

Figure 1
Specialization Models in Classroom Teaching

Specialization models
in classroom teaching
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There are contradictory results about the effects of specialization models in classroom
teaching on students, which makes it difficult to reach a general conclusion. For instance, some
studies comparing self-contained and departmentalized models have determined that there is
no statistically significant difference between reading (English) and mathematics achievements
(Allington; 2020; Baroody, 2017; Lee et al., 2016; McGrath & Rust, 2002; Skelton, 2015;
Slavin, 1988). On the contrary, in some studies, students in the departmentalized model are
more successful in mathematics (Gilmore, 2016; Medlock, 2020); and some found students
more successful in mathematics (McMahon, 2019), language, and science tests (McGrath &
Rust, 2002) in the self-contained model. In some studies, comparing the looping and the one-
year programme model, no significant difference was found between students' reading and
mathematics (Almond, 2018; Findley, 2019). On the other hand, in most of the studies, the
results were in favor of the looping; for example, Cistone and Shneyderman (2004) detected
that students in the looping were significantly more successful in reading comprehension and
mathematics than in the one-year programme. Likewise, Belcher (2020) in reading, Caauwe
(2009) and Hill and Jones (2018) in mathematics, Harrington (2017), and O’Neill (2002) in
reading and mathematics obtained similar results. In a study by Tourigny et al. (2019) in
Canada, the academic achievement (math, reading, and writing) and perceived teacher-student
relationship of grade 4 and 6 students in the one-year programme and the two-year looping
model were compared. The findings showed that students in the two-year looping were
significantly higher in mathematics, reading, and writing achievement than in the one-year
programme. A study conducted in Croatia detected that the academic achievement and self-
efficacy levels of students who passed from the fourth to the fifth grade decreased significantly;
students perceiving their fifth-grade teacher’s support much more felt more adaptable and had
higher self-efficacy and academic achievement (Marusic¢ et al., 2020). These results show that
teacher change can affect students even in the fifth grade. Another study in China by Wang et
al. (2017) revealed that students in the looping were significantly more successful in
mathematics than in the one-year programme. Besides, it showed that rural boarding students
and those with low-income families benefited more from the looping model.

Since international studies mostly were conducted with two-year longitudinal data, in
which only general exam scores at the end of the year were utilized without any measurements
at the beginning of the academic year, questions have arisen about the effects of models on
student achievement (Baroody, 2017). It is also criticized that qualitative studies do not yield
generalizable results, quantitative studies do not control teacher characteristics in comparisons
(Tourigny et al., 2019), and mostly descriptive statistics are used (Wang et al., 2017). In the
studies conducted in Tiirkiye, it is not possible to make any inferences about the effects of the
models on the students, since the views of teachers or administrators are mostly examined and
advanced statistics are not used (Cesur, 2019; Erol & Basaran, 2020; Giizelbey, 2006; Onder,
2015; Tok & Bozkurt, 2010). In addition, these national studies are only cross-sectional surveys
or qualitative studies, and there are no quasi-experimental or longitudinal studies. Therefore,
regarding a limited knowledge base on the subject, longitudinal studies are needed on the effects
of varied models on students to discover the best models. Besides, comparing the effects of
varied models on students can enable the most effective models to be discovered in the Turkish
context. Moreover, there is a need for robust findings that can guide the search for varied models
of private schools, which are rapidly increasing in number. This study presents some findings
from a project that compared specialization models in classroom teaching through four years
of observations. As a result, it seeks to evaluate the three models for four years, based on the
specialization of classroom teachers working in private schools. The reason for collecting data
only from private schools is that no public school implements varied specialization models in
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classroom teaching in Tiirkiye, and only private schools execute such initiatives. The questions
sought to be answered in this study conducted with the longitudinal method are as follows:

1. How do students’ Turkish, mathematics and science achievements in schools where
three varied models based on the specialization of classroom teachers differ over four years?

2. How do students’ school anxiety, school attachment levels and attitude towards
reading in schools where three varied models based on the specialization of classroom teachers
differ over four years?

This study can expand the results of the international studies conducted with two years
of longitudinal data and without measurements at the beginning of the academic year (Baroody,
2017). It is the first study in Tiirkiye arguing the subject with a four-year longitudinal study.
Therefore, it is thought that the findings can yield important information to decision-makers,
school administrations (especially private schools), and teacher employment policies. The study
also pioneers the Turkish conceptualization of models for the specialization of primary school
teachers.

Method
Design and Participants

Since the research problem requires collecting data throughout the primary school period, the
study utilized a panel study (Creswell, 2009), one of the longitudinal studies, in which data
were collected from the same sample in each measurement. Thus, students' achievements in
Turkish, mathematics, and science, as well as school anxiety, school attachment levels, and
attitude towards reading were monitored for four years. Since it is very difficult to do random
sampling in longitudinal designs (Plano Clark et al., 2015), the data were collected through
convenience sampling from primary school students (first year 402/last year 223 people) in six
private schools between 2017 and 2021. These private schools participated in the study
voluntarily and implemented each different model. As seen in Table 1, there was a certain
degree of student loss within four years in all schools participating in the study. Specifically,
some students left private schools due to the COVID-19 pandemic and economic reasons that
emerged in the third year of the study; despite all the difficulties, it can be regarded that the
number of students in all three models is similar to each other. In longitudinal studies, the loss
of participants may be natural due to the effect of many factors (Creswell and Plano Clark,
2018, p. 304). Despite the loss of students and teachers, the study was completed with more
than 50% of the participants in the first year (see Table 1).

Table 1
Models in Schools and Number of Students

Number of students

Models Schools Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4
Model 1: Self-contained and four-year A 66 63 60 35
looping B 76 54 41 21
Model 2: Self-contained, three-year C 70 59 56 41
looping and departmentalized D 55 55 51 43
Model 3: Self-contained, two-year E 70 63 65 42
looping and departmentalized

F 68 60 50 41
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Total 6 402 354 323 223

As seen in Table 1, data were collected from two schools (six schools in total)
implementing the three models. Although in all models, branch teachers teach physical
education, music, religious culture and ethics, English language, and visual arts courses, there
are differences in other courses. Accordingly, the same classroom teacher teaches core courses
(life science, Turkish, mathematics, science) for four years in Model 1, three years in Model 2,
and two years in Model 3. In Model 2, in the fourth grade, classroom teachers branched out and
taught only Turkish, mathematics, science, and social studies. In two schools implementing
Model 3, different classroom teachers taught the core courses in the last two years (third and
fourth grades).

The "Primary School Readiness Scale" (Canbulat & Kiriktag, 2016) was conducted in
the first measurement period (October 2017) to compare the students’ readiness regarding their
cognitive, affective, psychomotor, and self-care skills in participating schools. ANOVA results
revealed that there was no significant difference between the primary school readiness scores
of students [F(2, 377) = 0.35, p > .05]. Therefore, it is considered that the readiness for
cognitive, affective, psychomotor, and self-care skills of the students participating in the study
was similar at the initial stage.

Data Collection

After getting permission through face-to-face contact with the administrators of six primary
schools, the ethics committee approval of the Ege University Social and Human Sciences
Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Committee was obtained. Due to the growth and
development period of primary school students, it was decided to observe them with various
tools. Thus, some of the tools were conducted for four years, some for two years, and some
were conducted only once (see Table 2). While the tools were conducted to students face-to-
face in October 2017, June 2018, October 2018, June 2019, and October 2019, the data planned
to be collected in June 2020 were managed online in October 2020, (as education was
suspended in all schools by the Ministry of National Education) due to the COVID-19
pandemic. Similarly, the data were obtained online in June 2021, when the pandemic conditions
continued.

-Reading speed and reading comprehension test groups are separated.
- Mathematics achievement test 2

Table 2
Data Collection in Three Models
Years Data collected from students Teacher Changes
October - Primary school readiness scale
g ‘:l 2017 -School anxiety scale teacher form
S & June -School anxiety scale teacher form
2018 -Mathematics achievement test 1
o October -School anxiety scale teacher form
§ 2018 -Attitude scale towards reading
o -Reading speed and reading comprehension test
§ June -School anxiety scale teacher form In Model 3, the
g 2019 -Attitude scale towards reading teachers and student
5
>
- October  -School anxiety scale teacher form In Model 3, new
5 2 2019 -Attitude scale towards reading classroom teachers
N 8 - School attachment scale for children and started to teach the

adolescents class.
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June * In Model 2, the
2020 teachers and student
groups are separated.
October -Attitude scale towards reading In Model 2, new
2020 -School attachment scale for children and classroom teachers
—_ adolescents started to teach the
g - Mathematics achievement test 3 class.
N - Turkish achievement test 1
§ - Science achievement test 1
Q June -Attitude scale towards reading In Model 1, the
N 2021 -School attachment scale for children and teachers and student
§ adolescents groups are separated.

- Mathematics achievement test 4

- Reading comprehension achievement test

- Science achievement test 2

* Since face-to-face education was suspended due to the COVID-19 pandemic, tools for
students were conducted online in October 2020 instead of June 2020.

Data Collection Tools

The Scale of Readiness for Primary School: The scale developed by Canbulat and Kiriktas
(2016) 1s a five-point Likert type and consists of four factors (cognitive, affective, psychomotor,
and self-care skills) and 33 items. Exploratory (EFA) and confirmatory factor analyses (CFA)
were performed by conducting the scale on 620 first-year students. According to the CFA
results, it was determined that %> = 1843.25, ¥* /df = 5.05, RMSEA = 0.098, GFI1 = 0.899, AGFI
= 0.910, CFI = 0.902 and NNFI = 0.911, these values were stated to be sufficient. The
Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficients of the scale ranged from 0.96 to 0.99.

School Anxiety Scale Teacher Form: The scale was developed by Lyneham, Street, Abbott,
and Rapee (2008) and adapted into Turkish by Sarigam and Cetintag (2015). During the
adaptation process, 178 primary school teachers and 356 primary school students participated
in the study. According to the CFA result, consistent results were obtained with the original
form for 16 items in two dimensions (y*/sd = 1.72, RMSEA = 0.044, CFI1 = 0.94, GFI = 0.93,
RFI=0.95, AGFI =0.93, SRMR = 0.046). The Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficients of the
scale are 0.87 and 0.93.

Mathematics Achievement Test 1: To develop the test, the researchers initially determined the
first semester’s critical objectives of the first-grade mathematics curriculum. Then a trial form
consisting of 31 multiple-choice items in total, of which at least two items measure each critical
objective, was prepared. Three experts and two primary school teachers evaluated this draft test
regarding the dimensions such as suitability for the level of student development, coverage of
the objectives, and compliance with the test item writing principles. Then making the necessary
corrections according to the expert opinions, the trial-test was administered to 461 students,
who were different from the study group and were studying in the second grade of public
schools in March 2018. The data were analyzed with the help of the Test Analysis Program
(TAP), and then item and test statistics were calculated (see Appendix 1). In line with the
calculations, 16 items were selected according to the difficulty and distinctiveness indices, and
then the final test form was created. The KR-20 reliability coefficient of the test was obtained
as 0.90.

Attitude Towards Reading Scale: The scale was developed by McKenna and Kear (1990) for
156" graders and adapted into Turkish by Kocaarslan (2016). The scale consists of 20 items
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and two factors (reading pleasure and academic reading); and it requires students to choose one
of four different emotional states of the Garfield cat character in marking. During the adaptation
process, a two-factor structure was obtained by performing CFA on 289 students studying in
Bartin, Tiirkiye. According to CFA results, chi-square value (y° = 311.64, N =289, p = 0.00)
was significant, y?/df ratio was found to be less than 5, and RMR = 0.05, RMSEA = 0.05, NFI
= 0.93, CFI = 0.89, IFI = 0.97, GFI = 0.89 and AGFI = 0.90. These fit index values indicate
that the model has an acceptable goodness of fit. Cronbach's alpha values for the sub-
dimensions of the scale are 0.82 and 0.78, respectively.

Reading Speed and Reading Comprehension Test: The test developed by Cimem (2017)
consists of 16 multiple-choice questions with three options. The test requires students to
interpret the given text, but this study did not conduct the reading speed questions. The reading
comprehension test used in this study was analyzed together with the Turkish achievement tests
conducted in the third and fourth years. The reliability coefficient of KR-20 obtained with 637-
second graders in public schools is 0.73 (Cimem, 2017).

Mathematics Achievement Test 2: In the test developed by the researchers to determine the
second graders’ mathematics achievement, the first semester’s objectives of the mathematics
curriculum were used. After detecting the critical objectives to be measured with multiple-
choice questions with the help of three primary school teachers and three academics, a trial
form with 40 items was created. The trial form was conducted on 421 third graders in public
schools in March 2019. Considering the difficulty and distinctiveness indices, the best 19 items
were selected (see Appendix 1). The KR-20 reliability coefficient of the test was calculated as
0.88.

School Attachment Scale for Children and Adolescents: The scale was developed in the USA
by Hill and Werner (2006) and adapted into Turkish by Savi (2011). After the language validity
studies, the scale’s factor structure, which was conducted on 708 students aged 9-14, was
examined. It was determined that the items retained their three-dimensional (attachment to
school, teacher, and friend) feature that was compatible with the factor structure in the original
form. As a result of the internal consistency analysis, the Cronbach alpha internal consistency
coefficient obtained for the whole scale was 0.84, 0.82 for the school attachment sub-
dimension, 0.74 for the teacher attachment sub-dimension, and 0.71 for the friend attachment
sub-dimension.

Mathematics Achievement Test 3: To develop the test, which was prepared by the researchers
to measure the achievement of third graders in mathematics, initially, the first semester’s
objectives in the curriculum were examined. In line with the opinions of three classroom
teachers and three academics, the objectives that are measurable with multiple choice test items
and that have critical behavior characteristics were determined. Then a trial form with 35 items,
of which at least three items measure each objective, was prepared. After the trial form was
applied to 299 students in public schools, test and item analyses were performed (see Appendix
1). The items that can best measure the objectives were selected according to their difficulty
and distinctiveness indices, and a final test form with 14 items was created. The KR-20
reliability coefficient of the test is 0.86.

Turkish Language Achievement Test 1: For the test developed by the researchers in the 2019-
2020 fall semester, first-semester objectives of the third-grade Turkish course curriculum were
examined. In line with the opinions of three classroom teachers and academics, the objectives
that are measurable with multiple choice test items and that show critical behavior
characteristics were determined, and then a trial form consisting of 29 items, at least two items
measuring each objective, was prepared. After conducting the trial form on 310 students in
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public schools, test and item analyses were performed (see Appendix 1), and a final test form
with 13 items was created by selecting items according to difficulty and distinctiveness indices.
The KR-20 reliability coefficient of the test was calculated as 0.86.

Science Achievement Test 1: For the test developed by the researchers in the 2019-2020 fall
semester to measure the success of the third graders in the science course, firstly, the first
semester objectives of the curriculum were examined. In line with the opinions of three
classroom teachers and academics, the objectives that can be measured with multiple choice
test items and that show critical behavior characteristics were determined, and then a trial form
consisting of 27 items in total, at least three items measuring each objective, was prepared. Test
and item analyzes were conducted by applying the trial form to 267 students in public schools
(see Appendix 1). The KR-20 reliability coefficient of the 13-item final test form selected
according to the difficulty and distinctiveness indices is 0.82.

Mathematics Achievement Test 4: While the test was developed by Balc1 (2019), a trial form
was conducted on a group of 221 students after the critical objectives in the learning areas of
Numbers and Operations, Geometry, Measurement, Data Collection and Evaluation were
decided by experts’ opinions. The KR-20 reliability coefficient of the 22-item final form
selected with the item and test statistics is 0.84. However, one of the items in the test was
removed because it required the use of tools (protractor) and was not suitable for the multiple-
choice test item, and the number of items became 21.

Reading Comprehension Achievement Test: The draft form of the test developed by Ergen
and Batmaz (2019) was applied to 236 primary school fourth-grade students, and then the item
and test statistics were calculated. A final form of the test consisting of 25 items was created,
and the KR-20 reliability coefficient of the test was calculated as 0.82.

Science Achievement Test 2: Since the test could not be developed due to the pandemic
(COVID-19) in the 2020-2021 academic year, the valid and reliable achievement tests in the
fourth-grade science course, were examined in the literature. Among the items in these tests,
the items to measure the critical objectives were determined in line with the opinions of two
curriculum specialists and two science course teachers. Consequently, a final achievement test
with 20 items was created. In this form, items (items 1, 2, 3, 4, & 5) related to the unit of
"Properties of matter" were obtained from Degirmenci and Dogru’s (2019); items related to the
unit "The Earth's crust and the movements of our Earth" (items 6 & 7) were obtained from
Oksiiz and Giiven Demir’s (2019); items related to the "Simple electrical circuits" unit (items
8, 10, & 13) were obtained from Solak’s (2020); items related to the “Our foods” unit (items 9,
15, &18) were obtained from Yildiz et al.’s (2019); items related to the unit “Effects of force”
(items 16 &17) were obtained from Oztiirk’s (2020); items related to the unit "Lighting and
Sound Technologies" (items 11, 12, 14, 19, & 20) were obtained from Kara’s (2019)
achievement tests. According to the test statistics calculated after the application of the 20-item
test compiled from the literature to the participant students in this study (n = 300), the average
item difficulty of the test is 0.74, the average discrimination index is 0.38, and the KR-20
reliability coefficient is 0.79 (see Appendix 1).

Analysis of Data

In the study, the data obtained from the students were analyzed annually according to each of
the three models. With the help of SPSS 25, descriptive statistics and both parametric and non-
parametric analysis methods were used. In the research questions, since the difference between
a dependent variable for three independent variables was examined, one-way ANOVA was
used when the assumptions were met, and the Kruskal Wallis test was used when the
assumptions were not met. While making pairwise comparisons between the models, the
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appropriate one of the Tukey HSD, Games Howell, and Mann-Whitney tests were calculated
(Morgan, Leech, Gloeckner & Barrett, 2007).

Findings
Findings Related to First Research Question
Turkish Language Achievement

According to the results of one-way ANOVA, there was no significant difference between
students’ Turkish language achievement test scores in October 2018 [F(2,357)=0.53, p>.05]
and June 2019 [F(2,352)=0.32, p>.05] (see Figure 2). On the other hand, when the data obtained
from the Turkish course achievement test conducted in October 2020 were analyzed, it was
determined that there was a significant difference between the three models [F(2,223)=48.86,
p<.05] (see Table 3).

Table 3

October 2020 ANOVA Results of Turkish Language Achievement Scores
Source Sum of Square Sd Mean square  F p
Between groups 37505.79 2 18752.89  48.86 .000
Within groups ~ 85587.75 223 383.80
Total 123093.54 225

This significant difference was found between Model 1 and Model 3 in favor of Model
1; between Model 2 and Model 3 in favor of Model 2. In other words, it can be considered that
the Turkish language achievement of the students in Models 1 and 2 is higher than in Model 3
(see Table 4 and Figure 2).

Table 4

October 2020 Descriptive Statistics of Turkish Language Achievement Test Scores
Models N M SD
Model 1: Self-contained and four-year looping 45 91.76  11.97

Model 2: Self-contained, three-year looping and departmentalized 100 88.16  11.57
Model 3: Self-contained, two-year looping and departmentalized 81 62.56  28.73
Total 226 79.70  23.39

According to the results of the Turkish language achievement test applied in June 2021,
there was a statistically significant difference between the three different models
[F(2,272)=6.42, p<.05] (see Table 5).

Table S

June 2021 ANOVA Results of Turkish Language Achievement Scores
Source Sum of Square df Mean square F p
Between groups 3969.99 2 1984.99 6.42 .002
Within groups  84080.91 272 309.12
Total 88050.91 274

This difference was between Model 1 and Model 3, in favor of Model 1. In other words,
the Turkish achievement of the students in Model 1 is higher than in Model 3 (see Table 6 and
Figure 2).

Table 6
June 2021 Descriptive Statistics of Turkish Language Achievement Scores
Models N M SD

Model 1: Self-contained and four-year looping 67 88.60 13.76
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Model 2: Self-contained, three-year looping and departmentalized 102  83.60 16.27
Model 3: Self-contained, two-year looping and departmentalized 106 78.84 20.67

Total 275 8298 17.93

As seen in Figure 2, there is a severe decline in students' Turkish achievement scores
after new teachers taught the class in Model 3 in October 2019.

Figure 2
Averages of Turkish Language Achievement by Years
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Mathematics Achievement

According to the results of the mathematics achievement test administered in June 2018, there
was no significant difference between the models [F(2,363)=1.05, p>.05] (see Figure 3). On
the other hand, according to June 2019 measurements, the findings showed that there were
significant differences between students' mathematics achievement scores [F£(2,326)=11.44,
p<.05] (see Table 7).

Table 7

June 2019 ANOVA Results of Mathematics Achievement Test Scores
Source Sum of Square df = Mean square F p
Between groups 5852.90 2 2926.45 11.44 .000
Within groups  83391.74 326 255.80
Total 89244.63 328

Accordingly, there was a difference between Model 1 and Model 2 in favor of Model 1,
and between Model 1 and Model 3 in favor of Model 1. There was no significant difference
between Model 2 and Model 3 (p>.05) (see Table 8 and Figure 3). When these findings are
evaluated together, the mathematics achievement of the students in Model 1 is higher than in
Models 2 and 3.
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Table 8

June 2019 Descriptive Statistics of Mathematics Achievement Test Scores
Models N M SD
Model 1: Self-contained and four-year looping 108 81.38 15.19

Model 2: Self-contained, three-year looping and departmentalized 103  74.38 15.32
Model 3: Self-contained, two-year looping and departmentalized 118  71.39 17.24

Total 329  75.60 16.50

According to the results of the mathematics achievement test administrated in October
2020, there was a significant difference between the three models [F(2,172) =9.72, p<.05] (see
Table 9).

Table 9

October 2020 ANOVA Results of Mathematics Achievement Test Scores
Source Sum of Square df  Mean square F p
Between groups 10274.05 2 5137.03 9.72 .000
Within groups  90910.54 172 528.55
Total 101184.59 174

This significant difference was between Model 1 and both Model 2 (p<.05) and Model
3 (p<.05), and in favor of Model 1. There was no significant difference between Model 2 and
Model 3 (p>.05). Accordingly, the mathematics achievement of the students studying in Model
1 is higher than in Models 2 and 3 (see Table 10 and Figure 3).

Table 10

October 2020 Descriptive Statistics of Mathematics Achievement Test Scores
Models N M SD
Model 1: Self-contained and four-year looping 32 8575 17.15

Model 2: Self-contained, three-year looping and departmentalized 90  69.59 23.30
Model 3: Self-contained, two-year looping and departmentalized 53  63.28 25.37
Total 175 70.63 24.11

According to the results of the mathematics achievement test conducted in June 2021,
it was determined that there was a significant difference between the three different models
[F(2,221)=19.03, p<.05] (see Table 11).

Table 11

June 2021 ANOVA Results of Mathematics Achievement Test Scores
Source Sum of Square df  Mean square F p
Between groups 14693.43 2 7346.71 19.03 .000
Within groups  85304.04 221 385.99
Total 99997.46 223

This difference between Model 1 and both Model 2 (p<.05) and Model 3 (p<.05) was
in favor of Model 1; and the one between Model 2 and Model 3 was in favor of Model 2 (p<.05).

Accordingly, students in Model 1 showed the highest achievement in the mathematics test in
June 2021, followed by Models 2 and 3 (see Table 12 and Figure 3).
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Table 12

June 2021 Descriptive Statistics of Mathematics Achievement Test Scores
Models N M SD
Model 1: Self-contained and four-year looping 57 87.60 12.76

Model 2: Self-contained, three-year looping and departmentalized 84  79.95 17.88
Model 3: Self-contained, two-year looping and departmentalized 83 6745 24.61
Total 224 7726 21.18

As seen in Figure 3, there was a significant increase in mathematics scores in Model 2
according to the data collected after new teachers taught the class in October 2020 (June 2021).
On the other hand, according to the data (October 2020) collected after the new teachers who
started working in Model 3 in October 2019 taught the course, it is seen that there was a decrease
in the mathematics scores of the students.

Figure 3
Averages of Mathematics Achievement by Years
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Science Achievement

It was detected that there was no significant difference in the students’ science course
achievement test scores in October 2020 [ (2, N=236) =2.60, p>.05]. On the other hand, there
was a significant difference between students' science achievements in June 2021,
[F(2,269)=49.42, p<.05] (see Table 13).

Table 13

June 2021 ANOVA Results of Science Test Scores
Source Sum of Square df Mean square F p
Between groups 22922.71 2 11461.36 49.42 .000
Within groups  62389.05 269 231.930
Total 85311.77 271

The difference between Model 1 and Models 2 and 3 (p<.05) was in favor of Model 1,
yet it was in favor of Model 2 between Model 2 and Model 3 (p<.05). Accordingly, the science
achievements of the students in Model 1 is higher than in both Model 2 and Model 3 (see Table
14 and Figure 4).
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Table 14

June 2021 Descriptive Statistics of Science Test Scores
Models N M SD
Model 1: Self-contained and four-year looping 67 84.63 12.01

Model 2: Self-contained, three-year looping and departmentalized 101  78.51 10.33
Model 3: Self-contained, two-year looping and departmentalized 104  62.69 20.24
Total 272 7397 17.74

According to Figure 4, data collected after the introduction of new teachers in Model 2
in October 2020 (June 2021 measurement) shows that there has been no significant change in
scores.

Figure 4
Averages of Science Achievement in October 2020 and June 2021
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Findings Related to the Second Research Question
School Anxiety

When the data obtained from the school anxiety scale conducted in October 2017 were
analyzed, it was found that there was a significant difference in the students’ school anxiety
scores [¥%(2, N=405) = 7.73, p<.05] (see Table 15 and Figure 5).

Table 15

October 2017 Kruskal-Wallis Test Results Regarding School Anxiety Scores
Models N  MeanRank %> df p
Model 1 142 188.87
Model 2 125 195.26 7.73 2 .021
Model 3 138 224.56

Accordingly, the school anxiety scores of the Model 3 students were significantly higher
than in other Models (see Table 16 and Figure 5).
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Table 16

October 2017 Mann-Whitney Test Results Regarding School Anxiety Scores
Models N  Sum of Rank Mean Rank U z p
Model 1 142 18250.00 128.52 8097.00 -2.58 0.010
Model 3 138 21090.00 152.83
Model 2 125 15226.00 121.81 7351.00 -2.12 0.034

Model 3 138 19490.00 141.23

It was determined that there was a significant difference between the school anxiety
scores of the students in June 2018 [*(2, N=360) =63.54, p<.001] (see Table 17).

Table 17
June 2018 Kruskal-Wallis Test Results Regarding School Anxiety Scores

Models N Mean Rank H df p
Model I 124 144.82
Model 2 120  157.90 63.54 2 .000

Model 3 116 242.02

Accordingly, the school anxiety scores of the Model 3 students were significantly higher
than the others in Models 1 & 2. (see Table 18 and Figure 5). In other words, the students in
Model 3 have higher school anxiety than others.

Table 18

June 2018 Mann-Whitney Test Results Regarding School Anxiety Scores
Models N Sum of Rank  Mean Rank U z p
Model 1 124 11131.50 89.77 3381.50 -7.22  .000
Model3 116  17788.50 153.35
Model 2 120 10894.50 90.79 3634.50 -6.44  .000
Model 3 116 17071.50 147.17

It was determined that there was no significant difference between the school anxiety
scores of the students in October 2018 [¥* (2, N=353) = 3.29, p>.05]. Similarly, there was no
significant difference between school anxiety scores in June 2019 [* (2, N=358) =1.99, p>.05].
On the other hand, in the measurements made in October 2019, a significant difference was
found between the school anxiety scores of the three models [? (2, N=305) = 56.40, p<.001]
(see Table 19).

Table 19

October 2019 Kruskal-Wallis Test Results Regarding School Anxiety Scores
Models N MeanRank H dl p
Model 1 101 114.65
Model 2 107 142.84 56.40 2 .000
Model 3 97 204.14

Accordingly, the Model 3 students had significantly higher school anxiety than the
others in both Model 1 and Model 2. Also, the students in Model 2 displayed significantly
higher school anxiety than in Model 1. Based on these findings, it can be said that the students
studying in Models 2 and 3 have higher school anxiety (see Table 20 and Figure 5).
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Table 20

October 2019 Mann-Whitney Test Results Regarding School Anxiety Scores
Models N Sum of Rank  Mean Rank U z p
Model 1 101 9470.50 93.77 4319.50 -2.66 .008
Model 2 107 12265.50 114.63
Model 1 101 7260.00 71.88 2109.00 -7.10  .000
Model 3 97 12441.00 128.26
Model 2 107  8796.50 82.21 3018.50 -5.23  .000
Model 3 97 12113.50 124.88

As seen in Figure 5, the students' school anxiety increased significantly after teacher
change in Model 3 in October 2019.

Figure 5
Averages of School Anxiety by Years
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The data of the school attachment scale for students in October 2019 showed that there was a
significant difference between the models [F(2, 345) = 7.93, p<.05] (see Table 21).

Table 21
October 2019 ANOVA Results for School Attachment Scores

Source Sum of squares df  Mean square F p
Between groups 576.33 2 288.16 7.93 .000
Within groups  12471.18 343 36.36

Total 13047.50 345

This difference between Model 1 and Model 3 was in favor of Model 1, and it was in
favor of Model 2 between Model 2 and Model 3. In other words, the students’ levels of school
attachment in Model 1 and Model 2 were higher than in Model 3 (see Table 22 and Figure 6).

Table 22

October 2019 Descriptive Statistics on School Attachment Scores
Models N M SD
Model 1 115 59.78 5.11
Model 2 114  60.48 4.87
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Model 3 117 57.47 7.66
Total 346 59.23 6.15

According to the data in October 2020, it was detected that there was a significant
difference between the school attachment scores of the students [y*(2, N=197) =13.26, p<.05]
(see Table 23).

Table 23
October 2020 Kruskal-Wallis Test Results Regarding School Attachment Scores
Models N  Mean Rank §? df p
Model 1 111 202.73 11.99 2 .002
Model 2 138 223.31
Model 3 152 179.48

This difference between Model 1 and Model 3 was in favor of Model 1 and it was in
favor of Model 2 between Model 2 and Model 3 (see Table 24 and Figure 6). Based on these
findings, it can be said that students in Model 1 and Model 2 have a higher level of school
attachment. According to the data obtained from the measurements of the School Attachment
Scale in June 2021, there was no significant difference between the three models [¥*(2, N=306)
=2.25, p>.05].

Table 24

October 2020 Mann-Whitney Test Results Regarding School Attachment Scores
Models N SumofRank  MeanRank U z p
Model 1 41 2919.00 71.20 1263.00 -2.17 0.03
Model 3 81 4584.00 56.59
Model 2 75 6867.00 91.56 2058.00 -3.51 0.00
Model 3 81 5379.00 66.41

As seen in Figure 6, in October 2019, after new teachers started to teach in Model 3,
students' school attachment scores tended to be lower than in other models. However, at the end
of the second year with the new teachers, a significant increase in the school attachment of the
students in Model 3 was observed. On the other hand, it can be said that there was a slight
increase in the school attachment scores of the students in Model 2 with the introduction of new
teachers in this model in October 2020.

Figure 6
Averages of School Attachment by Years
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Attitudes Towards Reading

The data of the attitude towards reading scale showed that there was no significant differences
between the models in October 2018 [F(2,369) = 0.008, p>.05], in June 2019 [F(2,344)=1.016,
p>.05], October 2019 [F(2,332) = 2.83, p> .05] and October 2020 [F(2,211) =0.77, p>.05]. On
the other hand, in June 2021, there was a statistically significant difference between the attitudes
of the students in three different models [F(2,269) = 6.50, p<.05] (see Table 25).

Table 25

June 2021 ANOVA Results for Attitudes Towards Reading Scores
Source Sum of squares df Mean square F p
Between groups  910.73 2 455.37 6.50 .002
Within groups 18708.99 267 70.07
Total 19619.72 269

The difference between Model 1 and Model 3 was in favor of Model 1. Based on these
findings, it can be considered that the attitudes of the students in Model 1 towards reading were
more positive than those in Model 3 (see Table 26 and Figure 7).

Table 26

June 2021 Descriptive Statistics on Attitudes Towards Reading Scores
Models N M SD
Model 1: Self-contained and four-year looping 65 6794 733

Model 2: Self-contained, three-year looping and departmentalized 76 66.01 8.57
Model 3: Self-contained, two-year looping and departmentalized 129  63.50 8.73
Total 270 6527 8.54

As displayed in Figure 7, with the introduction of new teachers in Model 3 in October
2019, a slight decrease was observed in the students' attitudes towards reading. On the other
hand, with the introduction of new classroom teachers in Model 2 in October 2020, no
significant change in students' attitudes towards reading was observed.

Figure 7
Averages of Attitudes Towards Reading by Years
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Conclusion

According to the results, significant differences between the students’ achievement scores
(between the 3™ and 4™ grades Turkish language; 2™, 3™ and 4™ grades mathematics; 4™ grades
science achievements) in favor of Model 1 were obtained in the study. In other words, the
students in Model 1 performed higher in Turkish language, mathematics, and science courses
than in other models. In addition, the 1%, 2", and 3™ graders’ school anxiety scores in Model 3
were significantly higher than in the other two models. The 4™ graders’ reading attitude scores
in Model 1 were significantly higher than the Model 3 students. Finally, it was detected that the
3" and 4" graders’ school attachment scores in Model 1 and Model 2 were higher than in Model
3. In conclusion, the Turkish traditional model (Model 1: Self-contained and four-year looping
model) might be more successful regarding some cognitive characteristics, and Model 3 (Self-
contained, two-year looping and departmentalized model) might be weaker considering some
affective characteristics. Meanwhile, Model 1 and Model 2 might yield similar results on some
affective characteristics. In line with the results, it can be concluded that Model 1 (Self-
contained and four-year looping model) is the most effective model for students to acquire both
affective and cognitive characteristics. In addition, it is possible to say that Model 2 (Self-
contained, three-year looping and departmentalized model), which is the instruction by the
same teacher for a long time but by branch teachers in the last year, is also applicable. In the
study, no significantly successful results through the self-contained, two-year looping and
departmentalized model (Model 3) were not observed considering both cognitive and affective
characteristics.

Discussion and Recommendations

The fact that the self-contained and four-year looping model (Model 1) yields significantly
higher Turkish language, mathematics, and science course achievements in the other models
confirms international studies. Accordingly, students in the looping model are more successful
in mathematics (Caauwe, 2009; Cistone & Shneyderman, 2004; Lee et al., 2016; McMahon,
2019; Tourigny et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2017), language and science tests (Belcher, 2020;
Cistone & Shneyderman, 2004; Hill & Jones, 2018; Lee et al., 2016; McGrath & Rust, 2002;
Tourigny et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2017). This can be explained through consistent and long-
term relationships between students, teachers, as well as parents (Baroody, 2017; Thomas,
2014), continuity enabling integration throughout courses or subjects (Parker et al., 2017),
positive relationships reducing students' behavioral problems and enhancing social skills, long-
term effort, and academic performance (Tourigny et al., 2019) in the self-contained and four-
years looping model (Model 1). The findings of the study support these inferences because in
Model 3, the students displayed a decrease in mathematics and Turkish achievements after
teacher change in October 2020, and similarly, the students in Model 2 displayed a decrease in
Turkish achievement with teacher change in June 2021. As the self-contained and four-year
looping model is the most economical and easiest to implement in schools (Girgin, 2021;
Marusic¢ et al., 2020; Tourigny et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2017), it is widely implemented in
primary schools in Germany, China, Denmark, Finland, Croatia, Netherlands, Israel, Sweden,
Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Cuba, and Russia. Since there are not enough empirical findings on the
effects of various models on student achievement in Tiirkiye, it could not be possible to make
a comparison. However, the current study’s findings might suggest that maintaining the self-
contained and four-year looping model, which is already traditional in public schools, is
beneficial in terms of academic achievement. Since the model of changing teachers every year,
a traditional model in the USA and Canada in which a different teacher teaches the class every
year has been discussed for many years and the achievement of the students in the two-year
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looping and departmentalized model is lower in this study, it was avoided to suggest the
implementation of this model in Tiirkiye.

Besides, the students in Models 1 and 2 had significantly higher school attachment
scores in the last two years, and the students in Model 3 showed significantly more school
anxiety in the first three years. Thus, the findings noted that Model 3 is a weaker model in terms
of gaining affective characteristics (attachment to school, attitude towards reading, low school
anxiety). Similarly, students who were with the same teacher and classmates for two years
increased their senses of commitment and community, and felt safe (Bulau, 2007). Girgin
(2021) states that looping helps students to establish close relationships, develop a sense of
belonging to the school, strengthens home-school connection, and indirectly has a positive
effect on student success since it supports teachers to establish bonds with students and parents.
In addition, it was noted that the students' attitudes towards school in the looping model were
significantly higher than in the other models (Riley, 2014). Because the trust (bond) between
the child and the teacher gets more robust in the years spent together, the student feels more
comfortable and supported over time, and since the close relations between the parents and the
teacher are strengthened, the student wants to be successful not only for himself but also for his
family and teacher (Bracey, 1999). Erol and Basaran (2020) pointed out that primary school
students whose teachers change more than two times experienced negative emotions such as
helplessness, worthlessness, sadness, anxiety, punishment, jealousy, etc., and this change
develops the sense of starting school again and again. The results of the previous studies, which
is particularly students’ perceptions of their classroom teachers as "a guide, protector, and
leader" (Erol & Basaran, 2020) with the metaphor of "mother and father" (Ertiirk, 2017), show
how vital primary school teachers are in acquiring affective characteristics. Consequently, the
argument that students' commitment to school will be adversely affected and they will develop
anxiety towards school as a result of constant or frequent teacher changes (Erol & Basaran,
2020) has been clearly revealed in this study as well.

On the other hand, it can be stated that the findings regarding the academic achievement
scores and school anxiety, school attachment levels, and attitudes towards a reading of the
students confirm each other. In other words, the fact that some cognitive and affective
characteristics of Model 1 students are higher than in other models may be interrelated. The
studies highlight the vitality of supporting children's social and emotional needs by revealing
that students who feel discomfort in the classroom cannot learn as stress affects the brain’s
neural connections (Siegel, 2007). In brain-based learning theory, it is stated that cognitive and
affective elements cannot be separated from each other, the performance of the brain decreases
in the face of fear or anxiety, and it can learn at a high level when challenged appropriately
(Caine & Caine, 2002). Thus, the fact that the students in the self-contained and four-year
looping model have a close relationship with their teachers, their attachment to the school, and
their low school anxiety may have indirectly contributed to their achievement in Turkish,
mathematics, and science courses. Apparently, achievement can be increased by making
affective inputs positive (Ozgelik, 1998; Senemoglu, 2013), and affective characteristics can
enhance attaining cognitive goals (Gomleksiz & Kan, 2012).

In line with the findings, it can be suggested to continue the Turkish traditional model
(Model 1) as it is more successful in acquiring several cognitive and affective characteristics.
In addition, it is possible to say that Model 2 (self-contained, three-year looping and
departmentalized model), in which different teachers take branch courses in the last year of
primary school, is also suitable. However, it would be more appropriate to avoid the self-
contained, two-years looping and departmentalized model (Model 3) and the model of changing
teachers every year. In other words, it is beneficial for primary school students to be together
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with the same teacher for at least three years. It is highly recommended that private schools
considering a model change should decide on a model through scientific research (searching
for the best model) based on their needs and contexts as well as the child’s best interests. Since
this study does not represent other cities in Tiirkiye, data can be collected on primary schools
in diverse regions by using the new variables of students. Particularly, it would be more
advantageous to compare new variables about various developmental areas of students. In
addition, more comprehensive information can be obtained by monitoring students who receive
education in varied models, not only in the primary school process but also at the secondary
and high school levels.
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Appendix

Appendix 1. Item and Test Statistics of the Mathematics, Turkish Language and Science Courses Achievement Tests (Dif.: Difficulty, Dis.: Distinctiveness, *
Items in the final test)

Grade 1 Mathematics  Grade 2 Mathematics  Grade 3 Mathematics Grade 3 Turkish Grade 3 Science Test Grade 4 Science Test
Test Test Test Language Test

Item Dif. Dis. Item  Dif. Dis. Item Dif. Dis. Item Dif. Dis. Item Dif. Dis. Item Dif. Dis.
no no no no no no

1 0.78 0.32 1* 092 0.23 1* 0.87 0.21 1* 0.76  0.48 1* 0.50 0.61 1 0.64 0.32
2% 0.56 0.63 2 092 0.15 2 0.92 0.16 2 0.86 0.31 2 0.82 0.42 2 0.80 0.47
3* 0.85 0.24 3* 092 0.21 3* 0.78 0.46 3 0.92 0.22 3 0.91 0.20 3 0.96 0.15
4 0.90 0.16 4 092 0.20 4% 0.70 0.57 4% 0.87 0.28 4 0.30 0.26 4 0.19 0.25
5 0.51 0.50 5% 0.75 0.46 5 0.89 0.27 5% 0.72 0.52 5% 0.79 0.48 5 0.61 0.37
6* 0.56 0.53 6 0.73 0.37 6 0.87 0.30 6 0.83 0.38 6* 0.57 0.44 6 0.74 0.56
7 0.79 0.38 7 0.46 0.05 7 0.89 0.40 7* 0.82 0.44 7* 0.68 0.55 7 0.89 0.25
8* 0.57 0.65 8* 090 0.25 8 0.85 0.44 8 0.72 0.55 8 0.81 0.22 8 0.72 0.27
9* 0.60 0.67 9 0.78 0.46 9* 0.63 0.60 9 0.95 0.16 9 0.86 0.24 9 0.93 0.21
10 0.70  0.49 10* 0.69 0.61 10 0.74 0.41 10 0.77 0.29 10 0.84 0.38 10 0.44 0.64
11 049 0.74 11 0.68 0.48 11 0.62 0.58 11 0.81 0.23 11%* 0.68 0.43 11 0.81 0.43
12% 0.54 0.72 12%* 0.46 0.51 12%* 0.60 0.60 12 0.94 0.21 12 0.67 0.15 12 0.47 0.56
13* 0.62 0.66 13 092 0.27 13 0.82 0.26 13* 0.93 0.22 13* 0.71 0.59 13 0.77 0.45
14 0.68 0.56 14* 0.88 0.34 14 0.84 0.33 14* 0.87 0.32 14 0.88 0.35 14 0.82 0.40
15 0.72 0.48 15 0.89 0.27 15 0.39 0.43 15* 0.79 0.37 15% 0.44 0.58 15 0.91 0.31
16* 0.76  0.50 16* 0.50 0.68 16* 0.62 0.60 16 0.87 0.34 16* 0.78 0.51 16 0.71 0.48
17 0.79 0.49 17 0.62 0.68 17* 0.64 0.57 17* 0.81 0.53 17 0.80 0.47 17 0.86 0.36
18%* 0.54 0.72 18* 0.68 0.58 18 0.65 0.38 18 0.86 0.25 18%* 0.73 0.55 18 091 0.22
19 0.26 0.24 19 0.73 0.53 19 0.53 0.55 19* 0.81 0.51 19 0.77 0.46 19 0.82 0.47
20* 0.68 0.59 20 090 0.23 20* 0.66 0.61 20* 0.85 0.39 20 0.78 0.48 20 0.86 0.40

21 0.70  0.63 21* 0.87 0.30 21* 0.58 0.61 21 0.71 0.49 21* 0.81 047
22* 049 0.76 22 0.79 047 22 0.64 0.56 22% 0.66 0.68 22% 0.85 0.32
23 0.55 0.62 23% 0.73  0.59 23 0.56 0.52 23 0.67 0.46 23 091 0.23
24 0.65 0.68 24* 0.56 0.53 24* 0.56 0.58 24 0.81 0.44 24* 0.70  0.62
25*%  0.57  0.56 25 0.77 0.47 25 0.56 0.29 25% 0.74 045 25 0.83 0.35
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26 0.65 0.65 26* 0.83 0.41 26* 0.37 0.42 26* 0.84 0.40 26* 0.69 0.55
27 0.55 0.62 27 0.65 0.59 27 0.58 0.57 27 0.94 0.18 27 0.84 0.37
28* 0.53 0.66 28 0.44 0.34 28 0.89 0.33 28 0.84 041
29* 0.53 0.65 20%* 0.81 0.45 29* 0.59 0.33 29 0.74 0.56
30%* 0.65 0.65 30 0.71 0.54 30 0.43 0.50
31* 0.54 0.56 31 0.82 0.33 31 0.54 0.41
32% 0.71  0.55 32 0.36 0.24
33%* 092 0.23 33 0.57 0.58
34 096 0.09 34%* 0.54 0.62
35 096 0.09 35 0.73 0.53
36* 0.87 0.25
37* 0.69 0.49
38 0.73 0.44
39 0.82 0.34
40* 0.79 0.35
Mean 0.624 0.768 0.657 0.817 0.739 0.743
Difficulty
Mean 0.559 0.385 0.452 0.381 0.417 0.377
Distinctivene
SS
KR-20 0.903 0.881 0.859 0.863 0.823 0.789
KR-21 0.894 0.863 0.839 0.856 0.798 0.729




