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Developing a Scale for Learner Autonomy Support
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Abstract

The aim of the present study is to develop a scale to determine how necessary the primary and secondary
school teachers view the learner autonomy support behaviours and how much they perform these behaviours.
The study group was composed of 324 primary and secondary school teachers. The process of developing the
scale involved a literature scan, taking student opinions through essays, creating an item pool, taking expert
opinions, a pretesting study as well as studies on determining the structural validity and reliability. The results
of explanatory factor analysis showed that the scale had a structure of one dimension with three factors and also
confirmatory factor analyses confirmed the these three factor structure of the scale. These factors were called
Feeling And Thinking Support (7 items), Learning Process Support (5 items) and Evaluation Process(4 items).
It was seen that the factor weights of the scale items varied between 0.536 and 0.728 for necessity; 0.596-0.753
for execution. According to t-test results differences between each item’s means of upper 27% and lower 27%
points were significant. The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient is 0=0.89 for necessity, 0=0.92 for execution.
These results indicate that the Learner Autonomy Support Scale has sufficient validity and reliability.

Key Words
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In today’s world, the designation of learner-cen-
tered, constructivist learning environments that
enable learners to learn meaningfully based on
their own existing knowledge and through their
own efforts has gained significance as opposed to
traditional learning environments based on know-
ledge transfer by teachers. According to constructi-
vist approach, learners create their own knowledge
by actively participating in learning process. This
approach that emphasizes learning rather than te-
aching also gives importance to learner autonomy
and supports student participation in learning
(Wang, 2011). In constructivist learning environ-
ments, teacher and students’ roles and their inte-
ractions differ from traditional approach. Teacher,

in constructivist learning process, needs to carry
out roles such as facilitating learning, providing
options for students, assisting students to give their
own decisions and solve their problems by themsel-
ves (Yasar, 1998), supporting the responsibility for
learning and planning authentic tasks (Kog, 2006).

Constructivist approach gives learners opportunities
to ask their own questions, to create their own con-
cepts and learning strategies based on existing know-
ledge (Fosnot, 1996). Learners in constructivist app-
roach have control and responsibility over their lear-
ning process. In other words, they carry out roles of
autonomous learners. Teacher in this process needs
to accept learner autonomy and entrepreneurship
and also needs to support learners in this aspect (Bay,
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Kaya, & Giindogdu, 2010; Brooks & Brooks, 1993;
Sahin, 2004; Yager, 1991). Teachers are supposed to
create a learning environment that enables students
to make independent decisions and become produc-
tive. According to constructivist approach, one of the
significant goals of education is to promote learner
autonomy (Castle, 2004; Oztiirk, 2011).

According to self-determination theory, autonomy
is one of three basic universal psychological needs
that needs to be satisfied for individuals’ spiritual
health and well-being (Andersen, 2000; Coleman,
2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000). The need for autonomy is
related to individuals® feeling of being able to make
decisions about his or her actions rather than the
feeling of obligation to perform certain behaviors
or feeling of being under control (Gagne & Deci,
2005; Ingledew, Markland, & Sheppard, 2004; Kart
& Giildii, 2008; Kowal & Fortier, 1999). This theory
emphasizes that the terms “autonomy” and “inde-
pendence” are used in different meanings. When a
person acts “willingly” and “totally approves” these
actions, he or she is autonomous. A person’s auto-
nomy depends on the degree he or she takes on res-
ponsibility of his or her actions (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Independence, on the other hand, is not dependent
on others’ assistance or support and is the opposite
of dependent. In the opposite of autonomy, however,
actions of an individual are controlled by “foreign”
forces or the person is forced to act contrary to his
or her values (Chirkov, Ryan, Kim, & Kaplan, 2003).
What is meant by students’ taking responsibility on
learning is to partially or totally control various pro-
cesses such as deciding on the learning goals that
are traditionally overtaken by teachers, choosing te-
aching methods and evaluating the process (Wang,
2011). This depends on development of learners’
autonomous learning behaviors.

Edward Deci and Richard Ryan are the prominent
representatives of self-determination theory who
conducted preliminary research on autonomous
learning behaviors. The theory claims that perfor-
ming autonomous learning behaviors necessitate
individuals to feel that they can choose, make their
own decisions and takes responsibility over their be-
haviors (Cankaya, 2009; Deci & Ryan, 1985). Opini-
ons by Jean-Jacques Rousseau, John Dewey, William
Kilpatrick, Ivan Illich and Carl Roger contributed to
emergence and development of autonomous lear-
ning concept that focuses on learner-centeredness,
humanism and constructivism (Bayat, 2007). Piaget
and Vygotsky who are pioneers of constructivist
approach pointed out to autonomous learning by
emphasizing that individuals could construct their
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own knowledge as a result of experiences with the
environment. According to Piaget, an autonomous
individual can make his or her own decisions and
by evaluating the negative results of his or her deci-
sions, he or she can make better decisions in the fu-
ture (Castle, 2004). If a student can make decisions
over when to initiate, stop, continue or re-initiate his
or her behaviors that means that he or she can per-
form autonomous behaviors (Connel, 1990 as cited
in Stefanou, Perencevich, DiCintio, & Turner, 2004).

Development of autonomous behaviors is depen-
dent on opportunities given to individuals over the
course of experiences and on behaviors of other
people he or she is in interaction with. Training of
students in a way that he or she can takes on the res-
ponsibility of his or her own learning process can
be ensured in learning environments where various
variables that affect learning are enriched through
students’ opinions and where autonomy is accepted
as a classroom culture. This situation necessitates
teacher to be autonomous and to reflect his or her
own knowledge, skills and experiences related to the
subject on students (Ergiir, 2010; Oztiirk, 2011). It is
expressed that passive learning behaviors are not in-
nate and that since educational systems cannot pro-
vide appropriate educational conditions, students’
autonomous learning development is impaired
(Holden & Usuki, 1999 as cited in Sert, 2007). Based
on this, students must be given autonomous lear-
ning opportunities. Students in autonomous lear-
ning process learn to determine his needs, to make
decisions about his learning and also learn self-
evaluation. The actualization of such a process and
students” execute of autonomous learner characte-
ristics depend on learning to learn and provision of
appropriate conditions (Aydogdu, 2009). Therefore,
it is important that teachers provide autonomy sup-
port to students in learning environments.

Autonomy support necessitates consideration of
students’ opinions by teachers, helping them to
express their own feelings and provision of neces-
sary knowledge and opportunities so that he can
make his own choices and decreasing pressure and
requests to a minimum level (Deci & Ryan, 1985).
That teacher helps and encourages student to reali-
ze his goals, pursues and develops his interests or
understands the contribution of his own behavi-
ors in realization of personal goals and interests is
seen as autonomy support (Assor, Kaplan, & Roth,
2002). Teachers that provide autonomy support can
encourage students by providing necessary know-
ledge so that they can solve a problem by following
their own strategies (Black & Deci, 2000).
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Autonomy support by teacher in learning environ-
ment could bring some benefits. Autonomy support
received by individuals from their environments is
known to positively affect satisfaction of their basic
psychological needs which in turn influence posi-
tively their subjective well-being (Cankaya, 2009).
Students, in classroom environments where auto-
nomy support is provided, feel more competent and
develop a higher level self-esteem, their interests inc-
rease, they comprehend better, become more creati-
ve, nurture more positive feelings, and their physical
and psychological well-being become better (Deci &
Ryan, 1987). Autonomy support increases students’
internal motivation (Deci, Schwartz, Sheinman, &
Ryan, 1981) and creates a more self-regulative lear-
ning (Sierens, Vansteenkiste, Goossens, Soenens, &
Dochy, 2009). Autonomy support to be provided by
teachers in learning environments could help stu-
dents develop autonomous learner behaviors.

In that sense, there are various roles teachers should
undertake. Teachers who support autonomy could
determine students’ needs, interests and preferen-
ces and could support them. They can also create
opportunities for students to help them feel auto-
nomous in class (Reeve, Deci, & Ryan, 2004). Te-
achers could encourage provision of assistance and
knowledge to support autonomy by asking students
to evaluate themselves, plan their own activities and
reflect about themselves as learners (Sierens et al.,
2009). Teachers who provide autonomy support
are considered to increase students’ internal moti-
vation, listen to students more frequently, allocate
more time so that they could work independently
and ask more questions about what students would
like to do (Reeve, Bolt, & Cai, 1999). Teachers need
to provide help and support to students so that they
could determine their own interests, goals and va-
lues and gives them opportunities to choose their
learning tasks. They also should try to understand
students’ feelings and thoughts by allowing them to
criticize and which in turn promotes independent
thinking (Assor, Kaplan, & Roth, 2002). Teachers
who advocate learner autonomy are expected not to
guide students or keep them under control; rather,
they are expected to help students make their own
decisions and follow their own learning styles du-
ring learning process. In other words, teachers co-
uld perform various supportive behaviors in class
to develop autonomy of students (Bozack, Vega,
Mccaslin & Good, 2008; Ramos, 2006; Reeve, 20065
Reeve, Deci et al., 2004; Stefanou et al. (2004) indi-
cated that autonomy support teachers can be car-
ried out in three ways; organizational, procedural
and cognitive autonomy support in class.

When studies on learner autonomy in literature are
analyzed, it could be seen that there is an emphasis
on designation of learning environments to support
learner autonomy and effects of teacher behaviors
on support for learner autonomy (Black & Deci,
2000; Bozack et al., 2008; Stefanou et al., 2004; Tes-
sier, Sarrazin, & Ntoumanis, 2008; Thaliah & Has-
him, 2008) and students and teachers’ perceptions
regarding autonomy support (Bieg, Backes, & Mit-
tag, 2011; Hagger et al., 2007; Nufiez, Le6n, Grijalvo,
& Albo, 2012). In Turkey, it could be observed that
most studies on autonomy support are on foreign
language (English) teaching (Altunay & Bayat, 2009;
Aydogdu, 2009; Balcikanli, 2008; Bayat, 2007; Gii-
ven & Siinbiil, 2007; Sert, 2006, 2007; Ustiinoglu,
2009) and that there are a limited number of studies
in educational sciences and teacher education (Ay-
din, 2008; Bay et al., 2010; Cankaya, 2009; Keskin &
Yildirim, 2008; Stinbiil, Diilger, Bozoglan, & Giiven,
2008; Yildirim, 2005). Some studies revealed that
teachers do not provide sufficient autonomy sup-
port for students. For example, Siinbiil, Kesici, and
Bozgeyikli (2003) analyzed the level of motivation
given by teachers and they found out that, instead of
supporting student autonomy, teachers provide mo-
derate level control support for students. It was also
revealed that primary school teachers’ autonomy
support are at moderate level (Giiveng, 2011) and
science and technology teachers’ autonomy support
are at low level (Guven¢ & Guiveng, 2011). It was
found out in another study that though university
students see themselves competent, they do not take
on learning responsibility and, instead, teachers un-
dertake most responsibilities (Ustiinoglu, 2009).

In the light of this information, it is important to as-
sess how teachers feel that learner autonomy must be
supported, to assess the frequency they perform the-
se behaviors and there is a need for a measurement
scale to determine this. When literature in Turkey on
this subject is analyzed, it could be seen that there are
various measurement scales. For example; “Teacher
Autonomy Support Scale” to assess teachers’ learner
autonomy support was developed by Giiveng (2011).
The scale is in a 5-point Likert-type ranging from “al-
ways” to never’. There are two dimensions in this sca-
le; “Making Decisions” and “Autonomy Opportunity”
each consisting of eight items. The Cronbach alpha
coefficient of the scale was found to be 0.83. On the
other hand, Bay et al. (2010) developed “Democratic
Constructivist Learning Environment Scale” for teac-
her candidates. One of the six dimensions of this scale
is “Autonomy”. This dimension consists of ten items
and Cronbach alpha coefficient was found to be 0.85.
The other scale “Scale for Teachers to Motivate Stu-
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dents” that was adapted by Siinbiil et al. (2003) was
developed to assess the level at which teachers motiva-
te students. The scale consists of four sub dimensions;
High Level Control, Moderate Level Control, Mode-
rate Level Autonomy Support and High Level Auto-
nomy Support and 32 items in total. Cronbach alpha
internal consistency coefficient was found to be 0.76.

Also, Ustiinoglu (2009) developed two distinct ques-
tionnaires for students and teachers in order to assess
students and teachers’ perceptions regarding auto-
nomous learning in English classes. In teacher scale
that aims to assess English class teachers™ perceptions
regarding autonomous learning, there are three main
sections with “Responsibilities”, “Abilities”, and “Activi-
ties” titles consisting of 42 items in total. In the study
by Sert (2007) that tries to examine English class teac-
hers’ and students’ learning autonomy, first, students’
and teachers’ perceptions regarding this subject were
determined and later, in-class observation form was
used to assess the frequency of in-class activities by
teachers that promote learning autonomy. There are
10 items in the observation form graded as five-point
ranging from “almost never” to “always”.

When scales developed to measure learner auto-
nomy support in Turkey are examined, it could be
observed that most of them are developed to assess
English, primary education or science and techno-
logy teachers’ autonomy support or to assess stu-
dents” perceptions regarding this concept. However,
there is not any measurement scale the reliability and
consistency of which are tested and which aims to as-
sess how primary and secondary school teachers feel
the need for learner autonomy support and the fre-
quency at which teachers performe these behaviors
in classroom environments. There is, thus, a need for
measurement scale that will help the teachers who
works in primary and secondary schools to express
their opinions about the necessity and performation
of the autonomy support behaviors. Therefore, such
a scale to be developed is thought to contribute to
future research to be conducted on this area. The aim
of the present study is to develop a scale to determi-
ne how necessary the primary and secondary school
teachers view the learner autonomy support behavi-
ours and how much they performe these behaviours.

Method

The steps to develop a Likert-type scale to deter-
mine how necessary the primary and secondary
school teachers view the learner autonomy support
behaviours and how much they performe these be-
haviours are followed in this study.
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Research Group

The research group of the study consists of 324 te-
achers working in primary and secondary school
teachers working in Kiitahya Province during the
spring term of 2011-2012 Educational year. Altho-
ugh there are various opinions regarding sampling
size so as to carry out factor analysis in scale deve-
lopment studies, it is generally accepted that samp-
ling size could be between fivefold and tenfold of
the number of items (Kline, 1994; Pett, Lackey, &
Sullivan, 2003; Tavsancil, 2002). Tenure of the teac-
hers ranges between 1 and 45.

Preparation of the Pilot Form of the Scale

Necessary procedures for preparation of a Likert-
type scale were followed while the pilot form of the
scale were prepared in the study (Erden, 1998; Tav-
sancil, 2002). Based on this, the phases; creation of
scale items, getting expert opinions and application
of pre-piloting were followed during the preparati-
on of the pilot form.

Autonomy sub-dimension of Democratic Cons-
tructivist Learning Environment Scale developed by
Bay et al. (2010); Teacher Autonomy Support Scale
developed by Giiveng (2011); in-class observation
form in Serts (2007) study to assess the frequency
of in-class activities that promote autonomous le-
arning and Ustiinoglus (2009) Autonomous Lear-
ning Teacher Questionnaire was utilized during the
composition of the items. Through use of literature
and similar expressions of scales (Assor et al., 2002;
Aydogdu, 2009; Bay et al., 2010; Bozack et al., 2008;
Giiveng, 2011; Hagger et al,, 2007; Lim & Wang,
2009; Sert, 2007; Stefanou et al., 2004; Siinbiil et al.,
2003; Thaliah & Hashim, 2008; Ustiinoglu, 2009), a
pool of items consisting of 49 items that aim to as-
sess how teachers feel the need for learner autonomy
support and the frequency they performe these au-
tonomy supportive behaviors was created. Experts
were consulted for the meaning, content and clarity
and a pilot study was carried out with 37 teachers
after necessary arrangements were made.

There were 49 items in the scale related to teachers’
behaviors to support learner autonomy following
the pilot study. Participants were both asked to exp-
ress their opinions both on the necessity and per-
formation of the autonomy support behaviors. They
stated their opinions on a 5-point Likert-type rating
scale consisting of choices: (5) always, (4) mostly,
(3) sometimes, (2) seldom, (1) never.
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Data Analysis

While analyzing the data gathered from the par-
ticipants, descriptive statistics for each item score
and scale scores were calculated. In order to assess
the construct validity of the scale, firstly, Explana-
tory Factor Analysis (EFA) and later, Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) ware carried out. Pearson
correlation coefficients were calculated to deter-
mine relationship among factors in the scale. Item
analysis techniques based on item-total correlations
and the difference between high and low group me-
ans (t test) were also calculated. For scale reliability
estimation, internal consistency (Cronbach alpha)
coefficient and split half techniques were used.

Descriptive Analysis

As there were 49 items in the scale, the expected lo-
west score was 49.00, the highest score was 245.00,
and the range was 196.00. Also, for the “necessity” of
behaviors, the calculated lowest score was found to
be 124, the highest score was 245, and the range was
121. For the “performation” of behaviors, the calcula-
ted lowest score was found to be 97, the highest score
was 243, and the range was 146. Distribution of the
scale was found to be close to normal distribution.

Findings on Validity of the Scale

Explanatory factor analysis was carried out to test
construct validity of the scale. Kaiser-Meyer Olkin
(KMO) was 0.94 for necessity and 0.96 for performa-
tion in Principal Component Analysis. Bartlett test
result was also found to be significant both for neces-
sity (7703.319, sd: 1176; p<.001), and for performati-
on (9541.263, sd: 1176; p<.001). As a result of factor
analysis, items with factor loadings lower than 0.40,
with high loading values in both factors and for which
the difference between loading values in both factors
were lower than 0.10 were removed from the scale.

It was observed that, at the end of analysis, 16 items
in the scale were categorized into three factors with
eigenvalues higher than 1 both in necessity and per-
formation dimensions. Total variance explained by
these three factors was 56.252% for necessity and
62.065% for performation. It is also seen that com-
mon factor variances of items ranged from 0.438
to 0.704 for necessity and from 0.407 to 0.726 for
performation. It was also revealed that all factor
loading values in the first factor for necessity ran-
ged from 0.485 to 0.728 and from 0.596 to 0.753 for
performation; the variance explained by the first
factor was % 38.723 for necessity and 45.684% for

performation. The scale consists of 16 items in total
and three factors with 7 items in the first factor, 5
in the second factor and 4 in the third factor. The
factors were named as “Support for Feelings and
Thoughts”, “Support for Learning Process” and
“Support for Assessment”.

Confirmatory factor analysis was carried out to con-
firm the construct validity of the scale. Fit indices
gathered for necessity (AGFI value is .89, GFI value
is .92, CFI value is .97 and RMSEA value is .064)
showed that model fit is sufficient. The Chi-square
value of the model (x*=236.05, sd =101) was found
to be significant at p< .001 level. Chi-square degree
of freedom is below 5 with a score of X*/sd = 2.33, and
this refers to an acceptable fit value (Simsek, 2007;
Thompson, 2000). When goodness of fit values for
“performation” dimension are analyzed, it could be
seen that AGFI value is .86, GFI value is .90, CFI
value is .97, RMSEA value is .077 and SRMR value
is .052. Chi-square value of the model (x* =296.45,
sd =101) is found to be significant at p < .001 level.
Chi-square degree of freedom is below 5 with a sco-
re of x*/sd = 2.93, and this refers to an acceptable fit
value. These goodness of fit values show that Leaner
Autonomy Support Scale measurement model is an
acceptable model (Kline, 2011; Schermelleh-Engel,
Moosbrugger, & Miiller, 2003; Schumacker & Lo-
max, 2004; Simsek, 2007). Item-factor loadings valu-
es based on DFA range from 0.51to 0.76 for necessity
and from 0.59 to 0.81 for performation. When item ¢
values for all items in the scale are analyzed, it could
be observed that factor loading values are statistically
significant. Based on these findings, it could be as-
serted that the scale has construct validity.

After the analysis of correlation coefficients for sub
factors of the scale, positive and significant relati-
onships (p<.01) were found between factor scores
and corrected item total scores. It could be noted
that there is a positive and moderate level relations-
hips between factors, also a positive relationship
between factors and corrected item total scores.

Findings Related to Analysis of Items in the Scale

That total item scores correlation was positive and
high shows that items are sampling similar beha-
viors and that the internal consistency of the test
was high (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2005). Items with 0.40 and
higher item-test correlation coefficient are disc-
riminating items. Items the item-test correlation
coefficients of which range between 0.30 and 0.40
are good items, and those ranging between 0.20
and 0.30 are items that need to be adjusted (Erkus,
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2003). Item-total correlation is expected to range
minimum between 0.20 and 0.25 (Tavsancil, 2002).
Items with low correlations need to be removed
from the scale so as to ensure high level of validity
and reliability (Tezbagaran, 1997). It was observed
that item-total correlation values range from 0.43
to 0.65 for necessity and 0.54 and 0.70 for perfor-
mation of behaviors.

Total scores teachers got from the piloting were
calculated so as to determine discriminating power
of items in the study, two groups were created with
27% high group (n=87), 27% low group (n=87) and
t test for non-groups was applied to these groups.
As a result of analysis, discriminating power of
items were found to be significant at p<0.001 level
both for necessity and performation.

Reliability of the Scale

Reliability is the determination between the inde-
pendent measurements of the same thing. To ensu-
re the reliability, random errors in the measurement
must be debug (Karasar, 1991). Cronbach alpha co-
efficient was calculated to estimate reliability of the
scale through internal consistency method. Cron-
bach alpha internal consistency coefficient of scale
calculated for the “necessity” of teachers’ autonomy
supportive behaviors was a=0.89 and according to
the sub-factors, starting from the first factor, these
coefficients were respectively 0.94, 0.92 and 0.90.
Cronbach alpha internal consistency coefficient
of scale calculated for the “performation” of teac-
hers’ autonomy supportive behaviors was a=0.92
and according to the sub-factors, starting from the
first factor, these alpha coefficients were respecti-
vely 0.88, 0.80 and 0.86. That alpha coefficient was
higher than 0.80 shows that that scale is a highly
reliable scale (Ozdamar, 1999). Split-half reliability
of the scale was calculated as 0.81 for necessity of
behaviors and 0.83 for performation of behaviors.

Conclusions and Recommendations

There are 16 items in “Learner Autonomy Support
Scale”. As a result of EFA and CFA analyses, it was
found out that the scale has one dimension and
three factors. The lowest score to get from the scale
is 16 and the highest is 80. Higher scores indicate
that teachers view learner autonomy support neces-
sary and greater performance concerning these be-
haviors; on the other hand, low scores indicate low
support concerning the necessity of learner auto-
nomy and less performance for those behaviors. In
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the light of the findings, it could be stated that the
scale created as a result of this study has necessary
psychometric features and could be used in further
research. However, further research on the scale re-
liability and validity is recommended.
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Ek1.
Ogrenen Ozerkligini Destekleme Olgegi
A.Davramslarin B. Davramislarin
Gereklilik Sergilenme
Derecesi Derecesi
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1. Ogrencilere empatik bir anlayisla (kendisini onun yerine koyarak) yaklasmak.

2. Ogrencilerin dgrenme sorunlarini dile getirmelerine olanak vermek.

3. Ogrencilerin, grenme siirecindeki her tiirlii (etkinlik, materyal, yéntem vb.)
secimleriyle ilgili duygu ve diisiincelerini paylagmak.

4. Ogrencilerin dgrenmeleriyle ilgili duygu ve diisiincelerini paylasmak.

5. Ogrencileri, grenmelerini gelistirici ek alismalar (aragtirma, okuma, proje vb.)

yapmaya tesvik etmek.

6. Ogrencilere dgrenmeleriyle ilgili déniit (geri bildirim) vermek.

7. Derslerde 6grencileri soru sormaya cesaretlendirmek.

8. Ogrencilerin siif digindaki gergek yasam materyallerini (otantik) kendi

kendilerine kullanmalarin: tesvik etmek.

9. Ogrencilerin, 6grenmelerini desteklemek igin, sinif disindaki bireylerden (anne,
baba, bir uzman vb.) yardim almalarini saglamak.

10. Ogrencilerin, sinifta kendi kendilerine bagimsiz ¢alismalar (alistirma, tekrar,
okuma, 6zet gikartma vb.) yapmalarini desteklemek.

11. Ogrenme siireciyle ilgili konularda grencilerin aileleriyle igbirligi yapmak.

12.Ogrencilerin dgrenme hedeflerini belirlemelerine yardim etmek.

13.Ogrencilerin, birbirlerinin galismalarini degerlendirmelerine olanak vermek.

14. Ogrencilerin dgrenmeleriyle ilgili degerlendirmelerini paylagmak.

15.Olgme ve degerlendirme ile ilgili kararlara katilmalarin desteklemek.

16. Ogrencilerin, kendi ¢aligmalarini degerlendirmelerine olanak vermek.






