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Turkish College Students’ Trust in Professors and Engagement:
“T trust therefore I engage!”!

Tiirk Universite Ogrencilerinin Ogretim Elemanlarina Giivenleri ve
Derse Katilimlan: “Giiveniyorum, dyleyse katilirim!”

Niyazi Ozer?, Servet Atik?, Siileyman Nihat Sad*, Ali Kig’

Abstract

The purpose of this study is threefold: 1) to determine the levels of university students’ engagement and trust in
professors, 2) to investigate if there is a significant difference between students’ engagement and trust scores in
terms of some variables, and 3) to explore the relationship between student engagement and trust in professors.
The participants comprised 1840 university students studying at seven different faculties of Inonu University
during the 2013-2014 academic year. A test battery containing demographic information, student trust scale and
student engagement scale was administered to the participating students. Results showed that female students
and students from earlier grades trust in professors and engage into classroom activities more. Regression analy-
sis results, also, indicated that students’ scores on trust in professors explained approximately 16% of the total
variance in student engagement. This implies that when students trust in their professors they tend to engage in
lessons more, which, in turn, brings about better learning.
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Oz

Bu arastirma ile iiniversite 6grencilerinin derse katilim ve 6gretim elemanlarma giiven diizeyleri, derse katilim
ile 6gretim elemanlarma giiven giiven arasindaki iliskinin belirlenmesi amaglanmigtir. Arastirmaya 2013-2014
egitim 6gretim yilinda Inonii Universitesi biinyesinde bulunan yedi fakiiltede 6grenim goren 1840 6grenci katil-
mustir. Aragtirmaya katilan 6grencilere Universite Ogrencileri Igin Derse Katilim Olgegi ve Ogretim Elemanla-
rina Giiven Olgegi uygulanmustir. Bagimsiz degiskenler acisindan yapilan analizler sonucunda 6grencilerin derse
katilim diizeyleri ve 6gretim elemanlarina giiven diizeyleri cinsiyet ve sinif diizeyi degiskenlerine gore anlamli
sekilde farklilagtig1 belirlenmistir. Ogrencilerin 6gretim elemanlarina giiveninin derse katilimlarimi anlamli sekil-
de yordayip yordamadigini belirlemek amaciyla regresyon analizi yapilmigtir. Ogrencilerin 6gretim elemanlarina
duyduklar: giiven onlarin derse katiliminin anlamli yordayicist oldugu ve derse katilim diizeyine ait toplam var-
yansin yaklasik %16’sin1 agikladigr belirlenmistir. Bu sonug 6grencilerin 6gretim elemanlarina giivendiklerinde
derse daha fazla katildiklarini ve bu sayede daha iyi 6grendikleri anlamina gelmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ogretim elemanlarmna giiven, derse katilim, 6grenci.
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English Version

Introduction

Student engagement as a study area has emerged recently in education re-
search (Appleton, Christenson & Furlong, 2008), since it has significant relati-
onships with many developmental and educational outcomes including academic
achievement, discipline problems, boredom, motivation, alienation, self-esteem
and dropout rates (Fredricks, Blumenfeld & Paris, 2004; Lam et al, 2014). New-
mann, Wehlage, & Lamborn (1992) suggest that in order to enhance students’
academic achievement, we must first learn how to engage them, because lear-
ning develops largely through the labour of the student, who must be enticed
to participate in a continuous cycle of studying, producing, correcting mistakes,
and starting over again. On the other hand, some researchers find that lower
level of student engagement is associated with poorer academic outcomes and
higher rates of drop-out. A study conducted by Alexander, Entwisle and Kabba-
ni (2001) showed that students who felt they were engaged in school were less
likely to drop out. In the same study it was also found that student engagement
in school as evaluated by students’ teachers was a stronger predictor of school
achievement.

Despite its importance, student engagement is deprived of an all-agreed de-
finition or instructions about its dimensions and ways of measurement. Different
researchers use “involvement”, “participation”, “deep connection to learning” and
“interest in the subject matter” terms interchangeably for student engagement
(Yazzie-Mintz & McCormick, 2012, p.745). However, common definitions on stu-
dent engagement consist of three main components: i) behavioural component,
i) emotional/affective component, and iif) cognitive component (Appleton et al.,

2008; Finn, 1989; 1993; Fredricks et al., 2004; Yazzie-Mintz & McCormick, 2012).

Behavioural student engagement is a continuum of developing student par-
ticipation in school related activities such as compliance with school and class-
room procedures, taking the initiative in the classroom, becoming involved in
school activities and, finally, taking part in school governance (Kong, Wong &
Lam, 2003). Some researchers, however, have divided behavioural engagement
into two dimensions, respectively behavioural engagement and academic engage-
ment (Appleton, Christenson & Furlong, 2008; Furlong & Christenson, 2008).
According to this point of view, while academic engagement was evidenced by
the time spent doing schoolwork in school or at home, academic credits accrued,
and homework completed, behavioural engagement includes student attendance,
active participation in classes, and/or involvement in extracurricular activities ar-
ranged by school (Harris, 2011). Emotional student engagement is comprised of
positive and negative effect in interactions with teachers, peers, schoolwork, and
the school (Reschly & Christenson, 2012). Therefore, emotional engagement is
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focused more on students’ emotions in relation to learning tasks, and on feelings
of belonging (Appleton et al., 2008). In a general sense emotional engagement
refers to students’ affective reactions in the classroom, such as interest, boredom,
happiness, sadness, anxiety, and it is supposed to create ties between student and
school (Mahatmya, Lohman, Matjasko, & Farb, 2012). Cognitive engagement,
on the other hand, is thought to be present when students make personal invest-
ment into learning in a focused, strategic, and self-regulating way (Harris, 2008).
Students’ cognitive engagement can be characterized as a psychological state in
which students put in a lot of efforts to exactly understand a topic and in which
students persist studying over a long period of time (Rotgans & Schmidt, 2011).
Cognitive engagement includes the ability to make an effort and persistence re-
gardless of emotions and also involves the knowledge of strategies for breaking
down tasks in order to be successful (Nesbitt, 2011).

In this study, we use the term student engagement to refer to ‘the amount
of physical and psychological energy that the student devotes to the academic
experience’ (Astin, 1984, p. 297). Considering the higher education level, en-
gaged (behaviorally, emotionally and/or cognitively) students devote consider-
able energy to studying, spend much time in the university campus, and interact
frequently with faculty members and other students. On the contrary, disengaged
students are not motivated to participate into class activities, just prefer to sit si-
lently in the class (Astin, 1984; Weaver & Qi, 2005), do not try hard, and give up
easily when faced with challenges (Skinner & Belmont, 1993). A large spectrum
of factors may affect lower levels of student participation in class activities which
may be classified as personal reasons (i.e. gender, personality), instructor-related
reasons, and course and/or classroom environment-related reasons (Sad & Ozer,
2014). For example, a recent study by Junco, Heiberger and Loken (2011) showed
that as an environmental factor twitter can be used as an educational tool to
help engage students. Extrinsic rewards in school, such as good grades and social
recognition of academic accomplishments may potentially contribute to student
engagement (National Research Council, 2004). Student engagement is also af-
fected from relationships and the wider sense of belonging (Kahu, 2013). Social
relationships between teachers and students can be regarded as one of the im-
portant factors affecting this sense of belonging. Students spend approximately a
third of their day in schools surrounded by adults who send signals via relational
interactions that can influence student engagement in school (Evans, 2012).

Student Engagement and Trust in Student-Teacher Relationships

Previous researches (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Hoy, Gage &Tarter, 2006,
Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999) have recognized that social relationships and
trust in particular play an important role in any efforts towards school reform
and improved student learning (Tschannen-Moran, 2004, 2009; Tschannen-Mo-
ran & Hoy, 2000). Some research results also confirm that quality of student-
teacher relationships is very important in terms of student engagement. For
instance, a study conducted by Murray (2009) showed that students’ scores on
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teacher closeness-trust accounted for almost half of the variance in their own
ratings of engagement in school. Similarly, Sad and Ozer (2014), in their qualita-
tive study, found out that students’ level of classroom participation is affected by
some personal, instructor-related and classroom environment-related reasons.
Interestingly, in the same study, it was also indicated that personal and classroom
environment-related reasons were affected mainly by two of the teacher related
reasons: instructor’s failure to build a good rapport with students and instructor’s
poor teaching skills. In this regard, it can be stated that trusting relationships
between students and teachers may have important effects on the engagement
level of students.

Trust has gained much attention both in the field of education and in nume-
rous disciplines including economy, psychology, and politics due to its effects on
personal and interpersonal relationships. Human beings are the main input and
output of the educational organizations. Due to this feature human relationships
are very important in the success of educational organizations. Considering the
effects on human relationships, trust is also an important social capital for scho-
ols. Studies have revealed that trust is linked with students’ school performance
and educational outcomes (Daly & Chrispeels, 2008). Besides, ensuring intel-
lectual and academic development of students is strongly related with building
trusting relationships between students and teachers, school administrators and
families (Bryk & Schneider, 2002).

Trust is a complex concept with a variety of dimensions and difficult to de-
fine (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000). Although there have been a wide vari-
ety of definitions of trust, the five facets of trust model introduced by Hoy and
Tschannen-Moran (1999) took into account key elements of trust gleaned from
the literature on trust, particularly in relation to schools. They defined trust as an
individual’s or group’s willingness to be vulnerable to another party based on the
confidence that the latter party is benevolent, reliable, competent, honest, and
open (p.189). In this point of view, to sustain and improve student engagement,
teachers should try to build open and healthy relationship with their students
based on trust. In a study by Evans (2012), it was detected that trust functioned
as a tool supporting student engagement through effecting students’ sense of be-
longing and sense of caring. However, there is limited research in the literature
examining the trust issue in terms of students’ perspectives (Adams, 2013).

In the present research, the trust in professors has been investigated as an
antecedent of improved student engagement. There are research findings impli-
cating that successful student engagement also result from students’ trust in their
instructors. For example, Ryan and Patrick (2001) showed that when teachers
are perceived as helpful and understandable, students engaged in less off-task
and disruptive behavior in the classroom. Learners are more likely to engage if
they are supported by teaching staff who engage with (Bryson & Hand, 2007).
Trust-based interaction between professors and students encourages students’
engagement (Oztiirk, 2000). Furthermore, better student engagement leads to
better learning (Bryk and Schneider, 2002; Kahu, 2013).

556



Trust and Engagement

Purpose of the Research

The current study has three interrelated purposes: a) to determine students’
level of trust in professors and their level of engagement, b) to investigate the
significant differences in students’ views according to gender and grade level va-
riables, and finally c) to determine the relationship between trust in professors
and student engagement.

Method

Research Design

This research was designed as a survey study since it primarily aimed at de-
termining the college students’ engagement and level of trust in professors. The
survey model is a research model aimed at collecting data to identify specific cha-
racteristics of a distinct group (Biiyiikoztiirk, Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz & De-
mirel, 2013). Causal — comparative design was also utilized to determine whether
there exists a significant difference between college students’ trust in professors
and their engagement in classes in terms of gender and year variables. In causal
— comparative design, the causes and consequences of the differences between
people or groups are discussed (Karasar, 2009; Fraenkel, Wallen & Hyun, 2012:
366). Finally, this study also adopted an associational design as it explored the
relationship between student engagement and trust in professors. Associatio-
nal studies are conducted to reveal and analyze the relationship between two or
more variables in depth (Karakaya, 2011).

Sample

The participants of this study comprised of 1.840 college students studying
at six different colleges of Inonu University in Malatya-Turkey. The participants
of the study were selected using stratified sampling method. Of the surveys retur-
ned, %64.1 (n=1179) belonged to females and 35.9% (n=661) were from males.
Considering the year at university, 27.7% (n=>510) of the participating students
were freshmen, 21.1% (n=389) were sophomores, 28% (n=515) were juniors,
and 23.2% (n=426) were seniors. Finally, the majority of the respondents were
studying at the College of Education (45.8%, n=842), while 18.6% (n=342) were
in the College of Science & Arts, 11.9% (n=219) were in the College of Econo-
mics, 9.5 % (n=175) were in the College of Nursing & Health Sciences, 5.9 %
(n=109) were in College of Engineering, 5.3% (n=98) were in the College of
Medicine, and 3.0% (n=55) were in the College of Law.

Instruments

Student Engagement Scale: The scale was originally developed by Ozer and
Atik (2014). When developing the scale, first 132 graduate students from diffe-
rent faculties were asked to write down a composition about common charac-
teristics of engaged university students. After analysing students’ compositions
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and also relevant literature and scales (Appleton, Christenson, Kim & Reschly,
2006; Fredricks et al., 2011; Kuh et al., 2001), an item pool consisting of 26 items
was constructed. After this stage, these items were forwarded to four experts
of Turkish languages working at Inonu University, Faculty of Education and to
eleven university students for their evaluation about the clarity and meaning of
the items. Based on experts’ views 8 items were deleted and some minor modi-
fications were done. After gaining students’ approvals on the clarity of items,
trial scale was finalized. In order to determine the factor structure of this 16-
item trial scale, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted on the
data collected from 1.023 university students studying at the Inonu University.
Prior to performing EFA, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett tests were
performed. KMO’s measure of sampling adequacy was “.917”, which exceeded
the recommended value of “.60” (Pallant, 2011), and Bartlett’s test of sphericity
(3906.0744, p=.000) fulfilled the statistical significance, indicating the factorabi-
lity of the correlation matrix. Next, all items in the scale were subjected to EFA
using a principal component analysis (PCA). After the first factor analysis, it was
detected 5 items have low communalities, low and/or miss factor loadings. After
discarding these items, a single factor structure explaining 43,51 % of the total
variance was obtained. Factor loadings of the eleven items vary between “.58”
and “.72”. Cronbach Alfa internal consistency coefficient was found as “.87”. Af-
ter EFA also confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted on the data gat-
hered from 817 university students studying at the Cumhuriyet University. CFA
results were found as follows; X2_153.77, df=39, X*/df=3.94, GFI =0.97, AGFI
=0.94, NNFI=0.98, CF1=0.98, RMSEA =0.046, RMR =0.039, S-RMR=0.034
(Ozer & Atik, 2014). The final version of the engagement scale consists of 11
items. Each item of the scale can be answered on a five point Likert scale, ran-
ging from “Never” to “Always”. Higher scores on the scale shows higher level of
student engagement.

Student Trust in Professors Scale: The scale was developed by Ozer and Atik
(2014) mostly based on the collective student trust scale by Adams and Forsyth
(2009). However, Adams and Forsyth (2009) developed student trust scale ma-
inly for secondary and high school students. Therefore, a group of university
students (n=107) studying at Inénii University were asked to list up the behavi-
ours and attitudes of trusted professors. After analysing students’ compositions
on trust in professors, 23 frequently recurrent items were obtained. Using these
items and also items of the collective student trust scale of Adams and Forsyth
(2009), an item pool consisting of 36 items was prepared. These item pool was
sent to five international scholars who have an expertise on trust issue. Two of
the scholars returned with their evaluations involving deleting some items and
minor revisions on some items”. In line with the experts’ suggestions a trial scale
form consisting of 32 items was constructed. Then to assess the validity of the
scale exploratory factor analysis (EFA) conducted with the data gathered from
1023 university students. Following EFA, a confirmatory factor analysis was con-
ducted with the data gathered from 817 university students. EFA results showed

558



Trust and Engagement

that scale consist of 20 items under one single factor. Items in the scale expla-
ined 51.91 % of the total variance. Factor loadings of the items vary between
“.62” and “.79”. Cronbach Alfa internal consistency coefficient of the scale was
found as “.96”. Confirmatory factor analysis results were found as follows; X?
-153.77,sd=39, X*/sd =3.94, GFI =0.97, AGFI =0.94, NNFI1=0.98, CFI=0.98,
RMSEA =0.046, RMR =0.039, S-RMR=0.034 (Ozer & Atik, 2014). Students
could score items on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from “Never” to “Always”.
Higher scores on the scale shows higher level of trust in professors. Some repre-
sentative items are as follows: “Instructors in our college are ready to help students
[Fakiiltemizdeki ogretim elemanlan ogrencilere yardim etmeye hazirdirlar] ”, “Ins-
tructors in our college are honest towards students [Fakiiltemizdeki ogretim eleman-
lan ogrencilere karsi diiriisttiirler] ”, “Instructors in our college show respect for stu-
dents [Fakiiltemizdeki ogretim elemanlart égrencileri dnemserler|] , “Instructors in
our college treat fairly when evaluating students [Fakiiltemizdeki ogretim elemanlar
ogrencileri degerlendirirken adil davranirlar]”.

Data Analysis

In analyzing the data obtained from the participating students, first the de-
scriptive statistics from the engagement and trust scales were calculated. Then to
find out whether the participating students’ engagement and trust in professors
differ significantly in terms of gender and year, independent ¢ test and ANOVA
tests were administered. Also simply linear regression analysis was used in order
to determine whether students’ trust in professors significantly predict their level
of engagement. While student engagement served as dependent variable, trust in
professors was served as the independent variable in the analysis.

Results

Table 1 presents the estimated mean scores, standard deviations, minimum
and maximum scores on the trust and engagement scales.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistic Results (N=1840)

Scale Min. Max. X Sd
Student Engagement 11 55 37.22 [3.38]* 7.19
Trust in Professor 20 100 64.65 [3.23] 13.97

* Scores in the brackets are the average points of the participants on a 5 point likert scale

Results from the descriptive analysis showed that college students’ levels of
trust in professors (M=64.65, sd=13.97) and engagement (M=37.22, sd=7.19)
were at a moderate level in general. It was assumed that student gender would

* We would like to express our sincere thanks to Megan Tschannen-Moran and Dimitri Van-Meale for their
invaluable contribution to the scale development process.
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make a difference in the students’ level of engagement and trust in professors.
Thus, in order to further explore the influence of gender on engagement and
trust, an independent samples t-test was applied. Results are shown in Table 2.

Table 2

Student Engagement and Trust in terms of Gender

Scale Gender N sd df ot Cohen’s d
Female 1179 37.66 6.85

Student Engagement 1838 3.48 .00* .16
Male 661 36.44 7,70
Female 1179 6548 13,36

Student Trust 1838 3.38 .00* .16
Male 661 63.18 14.90

Considering the gender variable, it was detected that there was a significant
difference female and male university students’ trust and engagement scores.
On average, female undergraduates (M=37.66) tended to have slightly higher
engagement scores than male undergraduates (M=36.44). Similarly, female un-
dergraduates (M=65.48) trust in their professors more than their male peers
(M=63.18). The effect size of the difference by gender on student engagement
and trust in professors was calculated with Cohen d. Cohen d coefficient (.16)
indicated that gender has “small” effect on students’ scores of engagement and

trust in professors.
Table 3

Student Engagement and Trust in terms of Year

Difference 5

Scale Year N X Sd df F P (Scheffe)
A)lstyear 510 3835 761 3 8177 00 A>B 014
B)2ndyear 389 3609 744 1836 A>D
%?;:g“:mem C)3rdyear 515 3736 691 1839
D)4thyear 426 3675 6,556
Total 1840 37,22 7,19
A)lstyear 510 6941 1414 3 31,013 00 A>B 049
B)2ndyear 389 6346 1391 1836 A>C
Student Trust C)3rdyear 515 63,56 12,97 1839 A>D
D) 4thyear 426 61,37 13,57
Total 1840 64,65 1397
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As shown in Table 3, students levels of trust in professors and engagement
differed significantly in terms of year. Results showed that as students’ year at
university increases, students’ scores from trust and engagement scales decrea-
sed. Omega square (w?) values were calculated to determine how effective the
year variable was in terms of student engagement and trust in professors. Accor-
ding to the »? values, the year variable had a “moderate” effect on students le-
vels of engagement and trust in the professors. The association between student
engagement and students’ trust in professors was estimated using simple linear
regression analyses. Results are shown in Table 4.

Table 4
Results on the Prediction of Student Engagement by Trust in professors

Standard

Variable B Error 5 B t p
Constant 23.903 728 - 32.846 .00
Trust in Professors .206 011 400 18.733 .00

R = 400, R2= .160
F (1, 1839) = 350.926, p= .000

The results of regression analysis suggested that students’ trust in profes-
sors was a significant predictor of student engagement. The regression model
revealed a significant and moderate level of correlation between student trust
and engagement, R=.400, R?=.160; F(1,1839)=350.926, p=.00. Students’ scores
from the trust in professors’ scale explained about 16% of the total variance in
student engagement scores.

Discusson & Conclusions

This study aims to determine the levels of university students’ engagement
and trust in professors, to investigate the differences between students’ levels
of engagement and trust in professors in terms of gender and year at university,
and finally to explore the association between student engagement and trust in
professors. The results of gender variable indicated that female students enga-
ge more than male ones. Furrer & Skinner (2003) and Sever, Ulubey, Toraman
&Tore (2014) found that female students attended more classes than male stu-
dents. Supporting this finding, a research on university students found that gen-
der is effective on class engagement (Tison, Bateman and Culver, 2011). Another
finding of the study is that female students trust in professors more compared
with male students. A meta-analysis study by Feingold (1994), between 1940-
1992 on frequently used personality inventories, found that females had slightly
but consistently higher scores. Two other studies (Maddux and Brewer, 2005;
Spector and Jones, 2004) on trust suggest that females have higher trust scores
than males. Ozer, Donmez and Atik (2016) found that female students trust in
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their teachers more than male students in the survey on secondary and high scho-
ol students.

As a result of analysis by year at university, it was found that student enga-
gement level relatively decreased as students’ year at university increased. Simi-
larly, a study (Marks, 2000) shows that class engagement decreases with increa-
sing grade level. In this research, it was also found that as grade level increased,
trust in professors got relatively lower. Trust either increase or decrease as a
result of common life awareness and relationships (Forsyth, Adams and Hoy,
2011; Robbins and Judge, 2013; Solomon and Flores, 2001). Trust depends on
making and fulfilling commitments (Solomon and Flores, 2001). The reason for
this decrease may be that students know professors better due to common life
and relationship and experience their lack of fulfilling commitments.

Trust in professors was found to be a significant predictor of student engage-
ment. There was a positive and moderate level of correlation between trust and
student engagement. Results suggested that students’ engagement in lessons is
affected by their trust in professors with a moderate effect size (R?=.16). This
result supports the previous research findings in the relevant literature (Bryson
& Hand, 2007; Ryan and Patrick, 2001). Interaction between teacher/professor
and student forms a kind of trust atmosphere, which encourages the students to
engage (Oztiirk, 2000). Especially first-year students’ successful adaptation de-
pends on the extent to which students interact with academic staff, which in turn
is related to students’ intellectual engagement with learning (Krause & Coates,
2008). Likewise, as suggested in Bryk and Schneider (2002) trust in professors
brings about better students engagement and, in turn, better learning is obtained.

Thus, it is recommended that faculty should establish and sustain a success-
ful mentorship system. Through this mentorship system, all faculty staff should
be trained about the importance and strategies of building rapport between ins-
tructors and students. Also, the faculty staff should be encouraged to arrange or
take part in extra-curricular activities (e.g. celebrating special days, arranging ex-
hibitions, welcoming parties, civil society initiatives, sports activities etc.) outside
the class where they can interact and build trust with the students.
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Giris

Son zamanlarda egitim arastirmalarinda bir calisma alani olarak ortaya
¢ikan 6grenci katilimimin (Appleton, Christenson ve Furlong, 2008); akademik
basari, disiplin problemlemleri, can sikintisi, motivasyon, yabancilasma, 6zsaygi
ve okul terki gibi bircok egitsel cikt1 ve egitimsel gelisme ile 6nemli bir iligkisinin
oldugunu ifade etmek miimkiindiir (Fredricks, Blumenfeld ve Paris, 2004; Lam
vd., 2014). Newmann, Wehlage ve Lamborn (1992) 6grencilerin akademik
basarisini arttirmak icin onlarin nasil katildigini1 6grenmenin gerekli olddugunu
ifade etmistir. Arastirmacilar biiyilk oranda 6grencinin kendi cabasiyla iligkili
olan calisma, hatalar1 diizeltme ve tekrar caligma gibi bir dongiiye sahip olan
katihm konusunda ikna edilmesi gerektigini énermislerdir. Ote yandan, bazi
arastirmacilar, daha digstik 6grenci katiliminin daha kot akademik sonuclara
ve daha yiiksek oranda okulu birakma oranlariyla iligkili oldugunu ortaya koy-
mustur. Alexander, Entwisle ve Kabbani (2001) tarafindan yapilan aragtirmada
katilim duzeyleri yiiksek olan 6grencilerin okulu terk etme egilimlerinin daha
distk oldugu sonucuna ulagilmistir. Ayrica ayni arastirmada okula katilimin
akademik basarmin giicli bir yordayicist oldugunu arastirmacilar bulmuslardir.
Ogrenci katilimi onemli bir kavram olmasma ragmen onun; nasil olgiilecegi,
boyutlarinin ne oldugu ve tlizerinde tam olarak uzlasilmis bir tanimi yoktur.

» o«

Farkli arastirmacilar, 6grenci katilimi i¢in “dahil olma”, “istirak”, “6gren-
meye derin baglilik” ve “konuya ilgi duyma” terimlerini birbirinin yerine kullan-
maktadir (Yazzie-Mintz ve McCormick, 2012, s.745).Ancak 6grenci katilimiyla
ilgili tanimlarda yaygin olarak biligsel, duyussal ve davranigsal olmak tizere ti¢
ana boyutun oldugu ifade edilmistir (Appleton vd., 2008; Finn, 1989; 1993; Fred-
ricks vd., 2004; Yazzie-Mintz ve McCormick, 2012). Davranigsal 6grenci katilimu,
okul ve sinif prosediirlerine uyum, sinifta inisiyatif alma, okul etkinliklerine ka-
tilma ve son olarak okul yonetimine katilma gibi okulla ilgili etkinliklere stirekli
ogrenci katilimidir (Kong, Wong ve Lam, 2003). Bununla birlikte, baz1 aragtirma-
cilar davranigsal katilimi sirasiyla davranigsal katilim ve akademik katilim olmak
tizere iki boyuta ayirmistir (Appleton, Christenson ve Furlong, 2008; Furlong ve
Christenson, 2008). Bu bakis ag¢isina gore, okulda ya da evde okulla ilgili isleri
yapmak ve ev 0devlerini tamamlamak icin harcanan zaman akademik katilimin
gostergesi iken okula devam, derslere aktif katilim ve ders dig1 etkinliklere kati-
lim ise davranigsal katilimin gostergeleridir (Harris, 2011). Duyussal 6grenci ka-
tlimi, 0gretmenler, akranlar, okul caliymalar1 ve okul ile etkilesimler tizerindeki
olumlu ve olumsuz etkilerden olusmaktadir (Reschly ve Christenson, 2012). Bu
nedenle duyussal katilim, 6grencilerin 6grenme gorevleriyle ilgili duygularini ve
aidiyet duygulari iizerinde yogunlagsmaktadir (Appleton vd., 2008). Genel anlam-
da duygusal baghlik, 6grencilerin ilgi, can sikintisi, mutluluk, iiziintii, kayg: gibi
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sinifta deneyimledigi duyussal tepkilerini ifade eder ve 6grenci ile okul arasin-
daki baglar1 ortaya gikarir (Mahatmya, Lohman, Matjasko ve Farb, 2012). Ote
yandan, biligsel katithinun, 6grencinin 6grenmeye odaklandigl, 6grenme strateji-
sini belirledigi ve kendi 6grenmelerini diizenledikleri zamanlarda olustugu ifade
edilmektedir (Harris, 2008). Ogrencilerin biligsel katilimi, égrencilerin bir konu-
yu tam olarak anlamak i¢in harcadiklari caba ve uzun bir siire boyunca ¢alismay1
stirdiirdiikleri psikolojik bir durum olarak tanimlanabilir (Rotgans ve Schmidt,
2011). Biligsel katilim, duygulara bakilmaksizin bir caba gosterme ve siireklilik
saglama yetenegini icerir ve basarili olmak igin gorevleri ayirabilme stratejilerini
de icermektedir (Nesbitt, 2011).

Bu calismada dgrenci katilimi, 6grencinin akademik deneyimine harcadigi
fiziksel ve psikolojik enerjinin miktari olarak kullanilmistir (Astin, 1984, s. 297).
Yiksekogrenim diizeyi goz oniine alindiginda, katilim saglamig 6grenciler (dav-
ranigsal, duyussal ve/veya biligsel) ¢aligmalara ciddi enerji harcarlar, tiniversite
kampiistinde ¢ok zaman gegirirler ve 6gretim tyeleri ve diger 0grencilerle sik sik
etkilesime girerler. Tam tesrine, katilim saglamayan 6grenciler sinif etkinliklerine
katilma konusunda motive degildir, sadece sinifa sessizce oturmayi tercih ederler
(Astin, 1984; Weaver ve Qi, 2005), ciddi caba harcamazlar ve zorluklarla karsi-
lasildiginda kolayca pes ederler (Skinner ve Belmont, 1993).Sinif i¢i etkinliklere
ogrenci katilimmin diisiik olmasimi ¢ok ¢esitli faktor etkileyebilir. Bunlar kisi-
sel nedenler (yani cinsiyet, kisilik), egiticiyle ilgili nedenler ve ders ve/veya sinif
ortamiyla ilgili nedenler olarak smiflandirilabilir (Sad ve Ozer, 2014).Ornegin,
Junco, Heiberger ve Loken (2011) tarafindan yapilan bir calismada, cevresel bir
faktor olarak Twitter’in 6grencilerin ilgisini cekmeye yardimci olacak bir egitim
araci olarak kullanilabilecegi gosterilmistir. Yiiksek notlar ve akademik basarila-
rin sosyal olarak taninmasi gibi digsal odiiller, okulda 6grenci katilimina katkida
bulunabilir (National Research Council, 2004). Ogrenci katilimy, iliskilerden ve
daha genis anlamda aidiyet duygusundan da etkilenmektedir (Kahu, 2013). Og-
retmenler ve 0grenciler arasindaki sosyal iligkiler, bu aidiyet duygusunu etkileyen
onemli faktorlerden biri olarak kabul edilmektedir. Ogrenciler giiniin iigte birini
okulda, 6grenci katilimini etkileyebilecek yetigkin insanlarla kurduklar1 gergek
etkilesimlerle, gecirmektedirler (Evans, 2012).

Ogrenci-Ogretmen Iligkilerinde Ogrenci Katilmi ve Giiven

Yapilan aragtirmalarda (Bryk ve Schneider, 2002; Hoy, Gage ve Tarter, 2006,
Hoy ve Tschannen-Moran, 1999), 6zellikle sosyal iligkilerin ve giivenin okul re-
formu ve ogrencilerin 6grenmelerinin iyilestirilmesine yonelik cabalarda 6énemli
bir rol oynadigini belirlenmistir (Tschannen-Moran, 2004, 2009; Tschannen-Mo-
ran ve Hoy, 2000). Baz1 aragtirma sonuglari, 6grenci-ogretmen iligkilerinin kali-
tesinin, 6grenci katilimi acisindan cok 6nemli oldugunu dogrulamaktadir. Orne-
gin, Murray (2009) tarafindan yapilan bir arastirmada, dgrencilerin 6gretmenin
yakinligi/giiveni puanlarinin, okuldaki kendi katilim puanlarindaki varyansin
yaklasik yarisim acikladigi goriilmiistiir. Benzer sekilde, Sad ve Ozer (2014) yap-
tiklar1 nitel caligmada, 6grencilerin sinif i¢i katilim diizeylerinin kisisel, egitmenle
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ve smif ortamu ile ilgili nedenlerden etkilendigini ortaya koymuslardir. Tlging bir
sekilde, ayn1 ¢aligmada, kisisel ve simif ortamina bagl nedenlerin, 6gretmenle
ilgili nedenlerden iki tanesi tarafindan etkilendigi de gosterilmistir: Egitmenin
ogrencilerle iyi bir iligki kurmadaki basarisizligl ve 6gretmenin yetersiz 6gretim
becerileri. Bu baglamda, 6grenci ve 6gretmenler arasindaki giivene dayalr iligki-
lerin 6grenci katilimi iizerinde 6nemli etkilerinin olabilecegi sdylenebilir.

Giiven hem kisisel, hem de kisileraras iligkiler tizerindeki etkileri nedeniyle
hem egitim alaninda hem de ekonomi, psikoloji ve siyaset gibi bircok disiplinde
dikkat ceken bir kavramdir. Insanoglu, egitim kurumlarinin ana girdisi ve ¢iktisi-
dir. Bu acidan bakildiginda, egitim kurumlariin basarisinda insan iligkileri cok
onemlidir. Insan iliskileri iizerindeki etkileri gdz oniine alindiginda, giiven okul-
lar i¢in de Onemli bir sosyal sermayedir. Yapilan calismalar, glivenin 6grencilerin
okul performansi ve egitsel basarilari ile de baglantili oldugunu ortaya cikarmis-
tir (Daly ve Chrispeels, 2008).Ayrica, 6grencilerin entelektiiel ve akademik geli-
simini saglamak, dgrenciler ile 6gretmenler, okul yoneticileri ve aileler arasinda
giivene dayali iliskilerle yakindan iligkilidir (Bryk ve Schneider, 2002).Giiven,
gesitli boyutlara sahip ve tanimlanmasi zor, karmasik bir kavramdir (Tschannen-
Moran ve Hoy, 2000).

Giiven ¢ok farli sekillerde tanimlanmis olmasina karsin, okullardaki iligkiler-
de giiveni aciklamak icin giivenle ilgili literatiirden alinan ve Hoy ve Tschannen-
Moran (1999) tarafindan ortaya atilan beg yonlii giiven modeli kullanilmaktadir.
Onlar giiveni, bireyin ya da grubun, ikinci bir tarafin yardimsever, giivenilir, yet-
kin, durtst ve acik oldugu dustinerek bu tarafa giiven duymasi seklinde tanimla-
muglardir (s.189). Bu bakis acisiyla, 6grenci katilimini stirdiirmek ve gelistirmek
icin, 6gretmenler 6grencileriyle glivene dayali acik ve saglikli bir iliski kurmaya
caligmalidirlar. Evans'in (2012) yaptig1 bir ¢alismada, giivenin 6grencilerin ai-
diyet ve onemsenme duygularini etkileyerek 6grenci katilimini destekleyen bir
arac islevi gordigu tespit edilmistir. Ancak, literatiirde 6grencilerin bakis agisiyla
giiveni inceleyen sinirli sayida aragtirma bulunmaktadir (Adams, 2013).

Bu arastirmada, 0gretim elemanlarina duyulan giiven, 6grenci katilimini
gelistiren bir Onciil olarak aragtirilmistir. Basarili 6grenci katiliminin, 6grencile-
rin egitmenlerine olan giiveninden kaynaklandigini gosteren arastirma bulgulari
mevcuttur. Ornegin, Ryan ve Patrick (2001) tarafindan yapilan galismada, 6g-
retmenler yardimer ve anlayish olarak algilandiginda, 6grencilerin simifta daha
az istenmeyen davranislar sergiledikleri belirlenmistir. Ogrenenler, etkilesimde
bulunduklar1 6gretim elemanlar: tarafindan desteklendiklerinde daha fazla ka-
tilma egilimindedirler (Bryson ve Hand, 2007). Ogretim elemanlar1 ve dgrenci-
ler arasinda giivene dayali etkilesim, 6grencilerin katilimimi tesvik eder (Oztiirk,
2000). Ayrica, 6grenci katiliminin artmasi 6grenme diizeyinin yiikselmesine ne-
den olmaktadir (Bryk ve Schneider, 2002; Kahu, 2013).
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Aragtirmanin Amaci

Bu calisgmanin birbirleriyle iligkili olan ti¢ amaci vardir:a) dgrencilerin kati-
lim diizeyleri ve 6gretim elemanlarina duyduklari giiven diizeylerinin belirlenme-
si b) 6grencilerin katilim diizeylerinin ve 6gretim elemanlarina duyduklari giiven
diizeyinin cinsiyet, sinif diizeyi degiskenlerine gore anlamh sekilde farklilasip
farklilagsmadiginin belirlenmesi ¢) 6gretim elemanina giiven ile d6grenci katilimi
arasindaki iliskinin belirlenmesi

Yontem

Arastirma Deseni

Bu arastirma, oncelikli olarak tiniversite 6grencilerinin 6gretim elemanla-
rina giiveni ve derse katilimlarini belirlemeyi amaglandigindan tarama modelin-
de bir calismadir. Tarama modeli bir grubun belirli 6zelliklerini belirlemek icin
verilerin toplanmasini amaclayan arastirma modelidir (Biiyiikoztiirk, Cakmak,
Akgiin, Karadeniz ve Demirel, 2013). Universite dgrencilerinin 6gretim eleman-
larina gtiveninin ve derse katilimlarinin cinsiyet ile sinif dizeyi degiskenlerine
gore anlaml farklilik gosterip gostermediginin belirlenmesinde nedensel kar-
stlastirmali desen kullanilmistir. Nedensel karsilastirmali desende kisiler ya da
gruplar arasindaki farkliliklarin sebepleri ve sonuclari belirlenir (Karasar, 2009;
Fraenkel, Wallen ve Hyun, 2012: 366). Diger yandan bu arastirma, iiniversite 6g-
rencilerinin 6gretim elemanlaria giiveni ile derse katilimlari arasindaki iligkiyi
belirmesi acisindan iligkisel bir arastirmadir. Iliskisel arastirmalar; iki veya daha
fazla degisken arasindaki iligkileri betimlemek amaciyla yiirtitilen ve iliskilerin
derinlemesine analiz edildigi arastirmalardir (Karakaya, 2011).

Orneklem

Arastirmanm  katiimerlart  2013-2014  egitim-6gretim  yilinda  Inénii
Universitesi'nde alt1 farkl fakiiltede 6grenim goren 1840 dgrenciden olugsmak-
tadir. Bu katilimcilar tabakali 6rneklem kullanilarak belirlenmistir. Geri donen
formlardan %64.1 (n=1179) 1kizlara, %35.9’u (n=661) erkeklere aittir. Ogrenci-
lerden 510u (%27,7) birinci sinifta, 389’u (%21,1) ikinci sinifta,515’1 (%28) iiciin-
cii simifta, 426’s1 (%23,2) dordiincii sinifta dgrenim gormektedir. Ogrencilerin
biiylik cogunlugu Egitim Fakiiltesi'ndeyken (%45.8, n=842), %18.6’s1 (n=342)
Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi'nde, %11.9’'u (n=219) Ekonomi Fakiiltesi'nde, %9.5’i
(n=175) Saglik Yiiksek Okulu’nda, %5.9’u (n=109) Miihendislik Fakiiltesi’nde,
%5.3’1 (n=98) Tip Fakiiltesi'nde ve %3.0’4 (n=55) Hukuk Fakiiltesi'nde 6gre-
nim gormektedir.

Veri Toplama Araclar

_ Ogrenci Kanlum Olgegi: Olgek Ozer ve Atik (2014) tarafindan gelistirilmistir.
Olcek gelistirmenin ilk asamasinda farkli fakiltelerde 6grenim géren 132 {ini-
versite 0grencisinden dgrencinin derse katilimi hakkinda kompozisyon yazmalari
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istenmistir. Ardindan 6grencilerin yazdigi kompozisyonlar ile ilgili alanyazin ve
Olcekler (Appleton, Christenson, Kim ve Reschly, 2006; Fredricks vd., 2011; Kuh
vd., 2001) taranarak 26 maddeden olusan bir soru havuzu hazirlanmigtir. Bu asa-
madan sonra Inénii Universitesi’nde calisan dort Tiirkce uzmanindan ve Egitim
Fakiiltesi’'nde 6grenim gdren on bir 6grenciden maddelerin aciklig1 ve anlamina
iligkin goriis alinmistir. Uzmanlar sekiz maddenin silinmesi ve baz1 maddeler-
de kiiciik degisiklikler énermislerdir. Ogrencilerin de onerileri dikkate almarak
denemelik 6l¢ege nihai hali verilmistir. 16 maddeden olusan 6lgegin faktor ya-
pisini belirlemek icin Inénii Universite’sinde dgrenim géren 1023 égrenciden
toplanan verilerle agimlayici faktor analizi (AFA) yapilmistir. AFA yapilmadan
once Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) (.917) ve Bartlett (3906.0744, p=.000) testle-
ri yapilmistir.Bu testlerin sonuclarina dayali olarak veri setinin faktor analizine
uygun oldugu belirlenmistir (Pallant, 2011).A¢imlayici Faktdr Analazi'nde temel
bilesenler analizi kullanilmustir. Tlk faktér analizinden sonra diisiik ortak varyans,
disiik faktor yiik degerine sahip bes madde elenmistir. Elenen madedelerden
sonra yinelenen faktor analizi sonuclarina gore dlcegin tek boyutlu bir yapida
oldugu ve toplam varyansin %43.507’sini agikladig1 belirlenmistir. On bir mad-
denin faktor yiikleri “.58” ile “.72” arasinda degismektedir. Olgegin ic tutarlilik
katsayisi (Cronbach Alpha) “.87” dir. AFAdan sonra Cumhuriyet Universite’sin-
de 6grenim goren 817 dgrenciden toplanan verilerle dogrulayici faktor analizi
(DFA) yapilmistir. DFA sonuglari soyledir: X>=153.77, df=39, X?/df=3.94, GFI
=0.97, AGFI =0.94, NNFI=0.98, CFI=0.98, RMSEA =0.046, RMR =0.039,
S-RMR=0.034 (Ozer & Atik, 2014). Katilim 6lgeginin nihai hali 11 maddeden
olusmaktadir. Olgek Hicbir Zaman’dan Daima’ya uzanan besli likert tipinde
derecelendirilmistir. Olgekten alinan puanlarm yiikselmesi, 6grencilerin derse
katilimlarinin yiikseldigini gostermektedir.

Ogretim Elemanlanina Giiven Olgegi: Olcek Adams ve Forsyth (2009) ta-
rafindan ortaokul ve lise 6grencilerine yonelik gelistirilen 6grenci gliven dlgegi
baz almarak Ozer ve Atik (2014) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Olgek gelistirilirken
Inénii Universitesi’nde 6grenim géren 107 6grenciye giiven duyduklar dgretim
elemanlarinin 6zelliklerini listemeleri istenmistir. Ogrencilerin ifadeleri ana-
liz edilmis ve 23 ifadenin siklikla tekrar edildigi belirlenmistir. Bu ifadeler ile
Adams ve Forsyth (2009)’nin giiven 6l¢egi kullanilarak 36 maddeden olusan bir
soru havuzu hazirlanmistir. Bu madde havuzu giiven konusunda uzman olan
bes uluslararasi arastirmaciya uzman goriisii icin gonderilmistir. Bu uzmanlar-
dan ikisi maddeleri degerlendirmisler ve maddelerde kiiclik degisiklikler ile bazi
maddelerin silinmesini 6nermiglerdir**. Uzmanlarin onerileri dikkate alinarak
hazirlanan denemelik 6lcek formu 32 maddeden olusmaktadir.. Olcegin yapi
gecerligini belirlemek icin Inonii Universite’sinde 6grenim goren 1023 6gren-
ciden toplanan verilerle acimlayici faktér analizi (AFA) yapilmigtir. AFA'dan
sonra Cumhuriyet Universite’sinde 6grenim goren 817 6grenciden toplanan ve-
rilerle dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) yapilmistir. AFA sonuglarina gore dlgek

* Megan Tschannen-Moran ve Dimitri Van-Meale ye 6lcek gelistirme siirecine verdikleri desteklerden do-
lay1 tesekkiir ederiz.
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tek boyutlu ve 22 maddeden olusmaktadir.Olgekteki maddeler toplam varyansin
%51.91 ‘ini aciklamaktadir. Maddelerin faktor yiikleri “.62” ile “.79” arasinda
degismektedir. Olgegin i¢ tutarlilik katsayist (Cronbach Alpha) “.96” dir.DFA
sonugclart ise soyledir: X?_153.77,sd=39, X?/sd =3.94, GFI =0.97, AGFI =0.94,
NNFI=0.98, CFI=0.98, RMSEA =0.046, RMR =0.039, S-RMR=0.034 (Ozer
ve Atik, 2014). Olcek Hicbir Zaman’dan Daima’ya uzanan besli likert tipinde
derecelendirilmistir. Olgekten alinan puanlarin yiikselmesi, 6grencilerin dgretim
elemanlarina duyduklar: glivenin yiikseldigini gostermektedir.

Veri Analizi

Ogrencilerden elde edilen veriler analiz edilirken ilk énce katilim ve giiveen
olgeklerine ait betimsel istatistiki analizler yapilmistir. Ogrencilerin katihim ve
Ogretim elemanlarina giiven diizeylerinin cinsiyet ve smif diizeyi degiskenlere
gore farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla t-testi ve Tek Yonli
Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) kullanilmigtir. Universite dgrencilerinin 6gretim ele-
manlarina giiveninin katilimlarini anlamh sekilde yordayip yordamadigini belir-
lemek i¢in basit dogrusal regresyon analizi yapilmistir.

Bulgular

Tablo 1’de, giiven ve katilim 6lgeklerinde yaklasik ortalama puanlar, stan-
dart sapmalar, minimum ve maksimum puanlar gosterilmistir.

Tablo 1
Betimsel Istatistiki Sonuclar (N=1840)

Olgek Min. Max. X Sd
Ogrenci Katilim 11 55 37.22 [3.38]* 7.19
Ogretim Elemanina Giiven 20 100 64.65 [3.23] 13.97

* Parantez icindeki puanlar katilimcilarin besli likertteki puan diizeyleridir.

Betimleyici analizden elde edilen bulgular, iiniversite 6grencilerinin 0gretim
elemanlarina giiven (X = 64.65, sd = 13.97) ve katihm (X = 37.22, sd = 7.19)
diizeylerinin genel olarak orta diizeyde oldugunu gostermistir. Ogrenci cinsiye-
tinin, 0grenci katilimi ve 6gretim elemanina giiven diizeyinde bir fark yaratacagi
varsayillmistir. Bu amagla, cinsiyetin katilim ve giiven tizerindeki etkisini daha iyi
anlamak amaciyla bagimsiz 6rneklem t testi uygulanmistir. Sonuglar Tablo 2’de
gosterilmistir.
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Tablo 2
Cinsiyete Gore Ogrenci Katilumi ve Giiven

Olgek Cinsiyet N X S df t P Cohen’s d

N Kiz 1179 37.66 6.85

Ogrenci Katilim 1838 348 .00* .16
Erkek 661 36.44 7,70

Ogretim Kiz 1179 65.48 13,36

. 1838 338 .00% .16
Elemanina Giiven  gricek 661 63.18  14.90

Cinsiyet degiskeni acisindan yapilan analiz sonucunda, kiz ve erkek tiniver-
site 0grencilerinin giiven ve katilim puanlar1 arasinda anlamli bir farklilik oldugu
tespit edilmistir. Kiz (X =37.66) ve erkek (X =36.44) 6grencilerin katilim puan-
lar1 karsilastirildiginda kiz 6grencilerin katilim diizeylerinin daha ytiksek oldugu
belirlenmistir. Benzer sekilde kiz (X =65.48) 6grencilerin giiven diizeylerinin
erkek (X =63.18) 0Ogrencilerden daha yiiksek oldugu gozlenmistir.Cinsiyet de-
giskeninin derse katilim ve 6gretim elemanina giiven tizerinde ne diizeyde etkili
oldugunu belirlemek amaciyla Cohen’s d degeri hesaplanmistir. Cohen d katsa-
yis1 (.16), cinsiyetin dgrencilerin katilim ve 6gretim elemanlarina giiven puanlari
iizerinde “kiiciik” bir etkiye sahip oldugunu gostermistir.

Tablo 3
Suuf Diizeyi Degiskeni Acisindan Ogrenci Katilimu ve Giiven

# -~ Fark )
Olgek Year N X S sd F P (Scheffe) ®
1. Smuf 510 38,35 7,61 3 8,177 .00 A>B .014
2. Sinif 389 36,09 7,44 1836 A>D
Ogrenci 3 gt 515 3736 691 1839
Katilim
4. Simf 426 36,75 6,56
Toplam 1840 37,22 7,19
1. Sinif 510 69,41 14,14 3 31,013 .00 A>B .049
) 2. Siif 389 63,46 13,91 1836 A>C
Ogretim
Elemanma 3. Smif 515 63,56 12,97 1839 A>D
Giliven

4. Siuf 426 61,37 13,57

Toplam 1840 64,65 13,97

Tablo 3’te goriildiigii gibi, 6grencilerin 6gretim elemanina giiven ile katilim
diizeyleri sinif diizeyi degiskeni acisindan anlaml sekilde farklilagmistir. Genel
olarak 6grencilerin sinif diizeyi yiikseldikce giiven ve katilim diizeylerinin azaldi-
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&1 belirlenmistir. Sinif diizeyi degiskeninin 6grenci katilimi ve §gretim elemani-
na giiven tizerinde ne diizeyde etkili oldugunu belirlemek amaciyla Omega kare
(0?) degeri hesaplanmugtir. Hesaplanan o? degerlerine gore, sinif diizeyi degis-
keninin, 6grencilerin katilim ve 6gretim elemanlarma giiven diizeyleri tizerinde
“ortalama” bir etkiye sahip oldugu belirlenmistir. Ogrenci katilimi ile 6grencile-
rin 6gretim elemanlarina giiveni arasindaki iligki, basit dogrusal regresyon analizi
kullanilarak belirlenmistir. Sonuclar Tablo 4’te gosterilmistir.

Tablo 4

Derse Katilimun Yordanmasina Iliskin Regresyon Analizi Sonuglan

Degisken B Standart Hatas t p
Sabit 23.903 728 - 32.846 .000
Giiven .206 011 400 18.733 .000

R = 400, R2 = .160
F(1,1839) = 350.926, p= 000

Regresyon analizi sonugclari, 6grencilerin 6gretim elemanlarina olan gliveni-
nin 6grenci katiliminin 6énemli bir yordayicist oldugunu gostermistir. Regresyon
modeli, 6grenci giiveni ile katilimi arasinda pozitif yonde ve orta diizeyde anlamli
bir iligkinin oldugunu gostermistir (R = .400, R> = .160; F (1,1839) = 350.926,
p = .00). Ogrencilerin 6gretim elemanlarina duyduklar1 giiven puanlari, katilim
puanlarindaki toplam varyansin yaklasik %16’sin1 aciklamaktadir.

Tartisma ve Sonug

Bu calismada, iiniversite 6grencilerinin katilim ve Ogretim elemanlarina
giiven diizeylerinin tespit edilmesi, 0grencilerin katilim diizeylerinin ve 6gretim
elemanlarina duyduklari giivenin cinsiyet, sinif diizeyi degiskenlerine gore fark-
Iilagip farklilasmadiginin, belirlenmesi ve son olarak 6grenci katilimi ve 6gretim
elemanlarina giiven arasindaki iligkinin arastirilmast amaglanmustir. Cinsiyet de-
giskeni ile ilgili sonuglar, kiz 6grencilerin erkeklerden daha fazla katilimci oldu-
gunu gostermistir. Furrer ve Skinner (2003) ile Sever, Ulubey, Toraman ve Tore
(2014), kiz 6grencilerin erkek 6grencilere gore sinifta daha fazla katiim gos-
terdiklerini ortaya koymustur. Bu bulguyu destek olarak, tniversite 6grencileri
tizerinde yapilan bir arastirma, cinsiyetin sinifa katilim tizerinde etkili oldugunu
gostermistir (Tison, Bateman ve Culver, 2011). Arastirmanin bir diger bulgu-
su da, kiz 6grencilerin erkek dgrencilerle kiyaslandiginda 0gretim elemanlarina
daha ¢ok giivenmeleridir. Feingold (1994) tarafindan, 1940-1992 yillar1 arasinda
sik kullanilan kisilik envanterleri iizerine yapilan bir meta-analiz ¢alismasinda,
kadinlarin az ama tutarli bir sekilde yiiksek puanlara sahip olduklar1 bulunmus-
tur. Giivenle ilgili diger iki calisma (Maddux ve Brewer, 2005; Spector ve Jones,
2004), kadmlarin erkeklerden daha yiiksek giiven puanlarina sahip oldugunu
gostermektedir. Ozer, Dénmez ve Atik (2016) tarafindan ortaokul ve lise 6gren-
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cileri iizerinde yapilan bir aragtirmada kiz 6grencilerin erkek 6grencilerden daha
fazla 6gretmenlerine giiven duydugunu ortaya konulmustur.

Ogrencilerin iiniversitedeki simf diizeylerine iliskin yapilan analiz sonu-
cunda, 6grenci katilim diizeyinin sinif diizeyi yiikseldikge goreceli olarak azaldi-
&1 tespit edilmistir. Benzer sekilde, bir calismada (Marks, 2000) sinif diizeyinin
yiikselmesi katilimi olumsuz etkiledigi belirlenmistir. Bu arastirmada, sif dii-
zeyi arttikca Ogretim elemanina olan giivenin daha disiik oldugu da belirlen-
mistir. Giiven, ortak yasanti ve iligkiler sonucunda azalmakta ya da artmakta-
dir (Forsyth, Adams ve Hoy, 2011; Robbins ve Judge, 2013; Solomon ve Flores,
2001). Giiven, taahhiitlerin verilmesine ve bu taahhiitlerin yerine getirilmesine
baglidir (Solomon ve Flores, 2001). Bu diisiisiin nedeni, dgrencilerin ortak ya-
sant1 ve iligkiler nedeniyle 6gretim elemanlarini daha iyi tanimalar1 ve 6gretim
elemanlarinin 6grencilere verdigi sozleri ve vaatleri gerceklestirememis olmalari
olabilir.

Ogretim elemanlarina giivenin, 6grenci katilimmin anlamh bir yordayicist
oldugu bulunmustur. Ogretim elemanlarina giiven ile 6grenci katilimi arasinda
pozitif yonde ve orta diizeyde bir iliskinin oldugu belirlenmistir. Ogrencilerin ka-
tilimlari tizerinde 6gretim elamanina giivenin orta diizeyde bir etki biyiikliigiine
sahip oldugu saptanmustir (R?> = .16). Bu sonug, ilgili literatiirde daha énce ya-
pilan arastirma bulgulariyla drtiismektedir (Bryson ve Hand, 2007; Ryan ve Pat-
rick, 2001). Ogretmen/odgretim iiyesi ile 6grenci arasindaki etkilesim ogrencileri
katilima tegvik eden bir giiven ortami olusturmaktadir (Oztiirk, 2000). Universite
birinci sinif 6grencilerinin basaril bir sekilde adapte olmasi 6zellikle 6grencile-
rin akademik personelle etkilesime girme derecesine bagldir. Bu etkilesim de
Ogrencinin 6grenme siirecine katilimini olumlu yonde etkiledigi ifade edilebilir
(Krause ve Coates, 2008). Benzer sekilde, Bryk ve Schneider (2002) de 6gretim
elemanlarina duyulan giivenin 6grencilerin katilimini artirdigini ve 6grenci 6g-
renmelerini olumlu yonde etkiledigini ifade etmislerdir.

Bu baglamda 6gretim tiyelerinin 6grencilerle basarili bir rehberlik sistemi
kurmasi ve stirdiirmesi 6nemlidir. Bu rehberlik sistemi aracilifiyla tim 6gretim
elemanlari, 6grencilerle aralarinda kurulacak iligkinin dnemi ve stratejileri hak-
kinda egitilmelidir. Ayrica, 6gretim elemanlari 6grencilerle ders disinda etkilesi-
me girebilecekleri ve 6grencilerle aralarinda giiven olusturabilecekleri ders digi
etkinlikler (6rnegin 6zel glinlerin kutlanmasi, sergiler diizenlenmesi, hog geldin
partileri, sosyal sorumluluk projeleri, spor etkinlikleri, vb.) diizenlemeleri veya
bu etkinliklere katilmalar1 tegvik edilmelidir.
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Appendix 1:

Exploratory Factor Analysis Results of Student Engagement Scale

(N=1023)
Factor Corrected Item-Total
Items Loadings Communalities Correlation
[11]1. Derslerde daha fazlasim 6grenmek 682 465 588
cabalarim
[{2]2. Der§t§ anlamadigim bir konuyu 710 504 615
ogrenmek icin cabalarim
[14]3. Derste not tutarim .665 442 577
[15]4. Dersle ilgili calisirken cesitli kaynak- 580 336 489
lardan arastirma yaparim
[19]5. Derse ge¢ kalmamak icin gayret 615 379 518
ederim
[20]6. Dersi dikkatlice dinlerim 724 524 .634
[22]7. Dersle ilgili kaynaklarr yanimda 502 351 508
bulundururum
[23]8. Derslere diizenli olarak devam 645 416 555
ederim
[24]9. Derste verilen 6devleri tamamlama- 621 386 530
dan derse gelmem
[25110. Derslerime diizenli caligirim .676 457 592
[26]11. Verilen ddevleri yapmak icin ¢aba 726 507 639
harcarim
Eigen Values 4.786
(%) Total variance Explained 43.507
Cronbach Alpha .867

576



Appendix 2:

Exploratory Factor Analysis Results of Student Trust Scale

Gliven ve Katilim

(N=1023)

Factor
Items Loadings
[1]1. Fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim elemanlari
o . .668
ogrencilere yardim etmeye hazirdirlar.
[5]2. Fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim elemanlari 724
kendilerinden beklenileni yaparlar. ’
[6]3. Fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim elemanlari
e o . 750
ogrencileri ilgiyle dinlerler.
[7]4. Fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim elemanlari
o . T 723
ogrencilere karsi diiriisttiirler
[8]15. Fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim elemanlari 718
islerini dort dortliik yaparlar. ’
[9]6. Fakiiltemizdeki 6grenciler, 6gretim
. I LS .622
elemanlarmin soylediklerine giivenirler
[11]7. Fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim elemanlari
S 718
derslerini iyi islerler.
[12]8. Ogrenciler fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim
e 725
elemanlarindan ¢ok sey 6grenirler.
[13]9. Ogrenciler yardima ihtiyag duydukla-
rinda fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim elemanlarma  .782
giivenebilirler.
[14]10. Fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim elemanlar: 797
ogrencileri 6nemserler. :
[15]11. Fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim elemanlari- 753
nin soyledikleri ile yaptiklar: tutarlidir. :
[16]12. Fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim eleman-
lar1 6grencilerin sorunlariyla yakindan 716
ilgilenirler.
[17]13. Fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim eleman-
lar1 6grencilerden gelen farkli goriislere 712
aciktirlar.
[18]14. Fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim elemanlar:
ogrencilerin 6grenmeleri ellerinden geleni 776
yaparlar.
[19]15. Fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim elemanlar:
o . . 147
ogrencilere karsi icten davranirlar
[22]16. Fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim elemanlari- 665
nin anlattiklar bana inandirict gelmektedir. -~
[23]17. Herhangi bir sikintim oldugunda
fakiiltemde yardim isteyebilecegim ogretim .654

elemani bulabilirim

Communalities

446

524

563

523

515

387

S16

.526

.611

.636

567

513

507

.602

558

442

428

.632

.689

718

.690

.682

.586

.684

.690

752

768

721

.683

.678

147

717

.631

.620

Corrected Item-Total
Correlation
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Appendix 2:
Exploratory Factor Analysis Results of Student Trust Scale (Continued)

[25]18.Fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim elemanlar:

ogrencileri degerlendirirken adil davranir- 712 507 .679
lar
[%6] 19.' Fakiiltemizdeki 6gretim elemanlari 75 571 75
ogrencilere karsi anlayighdir.
[%0] 20.' Fa.ku'ltemlzde.k{ Ogretim elemanlari 755 55 695
ogrencileri dinlemek icin zaman ayirirlar
_[%1] 21._ Fakiiltemizdeki 0gretim elemanlari 714 510 682
ogrencilere saygili davranirlar
[%2] 22.. Fakultcfmlzdek.l ogr.et.lm.elem.a.nlarl 666 571 75
ogrencilere deger verdiklerini hissettirirler
Eigen Values 11.419
(%) Total variance Explained 51.906
Cronbach Alpha 955
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