Turkish Journal of Mathematics Education Vol.4 No.2 (2023), 75-100
Research Article

Comparing the Mathematics Achievement of Immigrant and Native Students according to
TIMSS 2019: Turkey, Qatar, USA, Singapore and England

Derya Celik®, Biisra Ucarer®, and Kadir Giirsoy®

®Trabzon University, Fatih Faculty of Education, Trabzon, Turkey (ORCID: 0000-0003-2043-4431)
PMehmet Akif Ersoy Middle School, Turkish Ministry of Education, Trabzon, Turkey (ORCID: 0009-0008-6810-6414)
“Trabzon University, Fatih Faculty of Education, Trabzon, Turkey (ORCID: 0000-0002-6168-4704)

Avrticle History: Received: 22 June 2023; Accepted: 12 August 2023; Published online: 31 August 2023

Abstract: TIMSS, the international math and science trends survey, is implemented in many countries and
provides information about students, teachers, school administrators and parents of those countries through
questionnaires. The education of immigrant students is one of the most important immigrant problems on the
agenda of the whole world. In the literature review, there are no studies comparing immigrant-native students
using data from Turkey. The main purpose of this study is to compare the TIMSS 2019 mathematics
achievement of immigrant and native students in Turkey, Qatar, England, Singapore, and the USA. The students
were categorized into native-migrant categories based on the answers given to the questions "were you born in
the country you were born in?" and "how often is the test language spoken at home?" in the questionnaire
applied to the students. The data in the study were obtained from the IEA's public website. The study was
divided into 5 categories as native, 1st generation immigrant + national language, 1st generation immigrant +
different language, 2nd generation immigrant + national language, 2nd generation immigrant + different
language. The relationship between the math achievement of the groups was compared using ANOVA test. As a
result of the research, while the use of different languages in the USA, England and Turkey creates a
disadvantage for immigrant students' mathematics achievement, this situation differs between categories in other
countries.
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Oz: Uluslararasi matematik ve fen egilimleri arastirmasi olan TIMSS birgok iilkede uygulanmakta ve o iilkelerin
ogrencileri, 0gretmenleri, okul yoneticileri, velileri hakkinda anketler araciligryla bilgi saglamaktadir. Tiim
diinyanin giindeminde olan gé¢men sorunlarimin basinda gé¢cmen Ogrencilerin egitimi gelmektedir. Yapilan
literatiir taramalarinda Tirkiye verisinin kullanildigi gé¢cmen—yerli 6grencilerinin karsilastirilmasini yapan
calismalara rastlanmamistir. Bu calismamin temel amaci Tiirkiye, Katar, Ingiltere, Singapur ve ABD’deki
gdemen ve yerli dgrencilerin TIMSS 2019 matematik basarilarnin karsilastiriimasidir. Ogrencilere uygulanan
anketteki kendisi ve velisi igin sorulan “bulundugun iilkede mi dogdun?” ve “evde test dili ne siklikla
konusuluyor?” sorularina verilen cevaplar baz almarak &grenciler yerli-gogmen kategorilerine ayrilmigtir.
Calismada veriler IEA’nin herkese agik internet adresinden alinmigtir. Caligma anket sorularina verilen cevaplar
dogrultusunda yerli, 1.nesil gogmen + ulusal dil, 1. Nesil gogmen + farkli dil, 2. Nesil gogmen + ulusal dil, 2.
Nesil gogmen+ farkli dil olarak 5 kategoriye ayrilmigtir. Gruplarin matematik basarilari arasindaki iliski
ANOVA testi yapilarak karsilasgtirilmistir. Arastirma sonucunda ABD, Ingiltere ve Tiirkiye’de fakl1 dil kullaninm
gdcmen Ogrencilerin matematik basarisina dezavantaj olustururken diger iilkelerde kategoriler arasinda bu durum
farklilagmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: TIMSS, Gé¢men Ogrenciler, Yerli Ogrenciler, Matematik Basarisi, Gogmen Egitimi

Tiirkge siirlim igin tiklayiniz

1. Introduction

Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) of the International Association for the
Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) is an international study in the field of education with
participation from all over the world (Olgiioglu & Cetin, 2016). In TIMSS, the sample consists of 4th (or 5th
grade) and 8th grade students in schools randomly selected from different regions of the participating countries
(Sarier, 2020). TIMSS is administered every four years and TIMSS 2019 is the seventh assessment. In
international exams such as TIMSS, some data on students, teachers, families, school information, education
system and administrators are obtained. With this data, information about the functioning of the education
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system in mathematics and science achievement is obtained, and it also constitutes an important source for
breakthroughs and developments in education.

In TIMSS, data revealing students' proficiency levels in science and mathematics are also obtained. With the
2007 TIMSS, the average score level was set at 500 and proficiency levels were established for above and below
this score. Accordingly, in mathematics and science, the score range of 625 and above was defined as "advanced
level”, 550 and 625 as "high level", 475 and 550 as "intermediate level" and 400 and 475 as "low level".
Especially in TIMSS applications, as in PISA exams, assessments made according to proficiency level are of
great importance for participating countries and policy makers (Sarier, 2020). In TIMSS 2019, 58 countries
participated in the fourth-grade level and 39 countries participated in the eighth grade level. Singapore was the
most successful country with 616 points in the TIMSS 2019 eighth grade mathematics assessment. Taiwan,
South Korea, Japan, and Hong Kong followed Singapore in the success ranking (MEB, 2020).

In many OECD countries, migration plays an important role in contributing to population growth in a
changing and developing world (Schnepf, 2006). After the second half of the twentieth century, especially in
underdeveloped or developing countries, migration has caused serious mass problems in many areas, including
education, as well as forcing people to migrate due to economic reasons, natural disasters, and war (Borii &
Boyact, 2016). Considering the right of every child to education, it is understood that the most important of the
benefits of migration is its reflections on the educational outcomes of the country. All units from the top to the
local level, especially the administrations, are engaged in some practices regarding the education of the migrant
population. Schools also engage in various practices regarding the adaptation and education of migrant children.
However, many problems stemming from components such as migrant children, the education system, school
equipment and teacher perceptions remain (Sahin, 2020). These problems can be listed as participation in
education, access to education, teacher problems, language problems, poverty, social cohesion, and curriculum
adaptation. At the forefront of these problems are language problems, which play a leading role in the process of
adaptation to the country, society, and education.

1.1. Literature Review

When the literature on immigrant students' education and mathematics achievement is examined, it is seen
that the disadvantages of immigrant students can be compensated in some countries (Crespo, Alvarez, Alonso, &
Muniz, 2021). Arikan, Vijver, and Yagmur (2020) examined the immigrant and native status and mathematics
achievement of 4th grade students in European countries in the light of TIMSS data. Zhu and Leung (2011)
examined the mathematics achievement of Mainland immigrants in Hong Kong based on TIMSS 1995, 1999,
2003 and 2007. As a result, it was found that immigrant children born outside that country were more successful
than other students in 1995. However, in later TIMSS exams, it was observed that they lagged other student
groups. Another result was that the achievement of students whose parents were born in Hong Kong, but not in
the mainland, was similarly low to that of students born outside the country. One of the reasons for the low
achievement in the comparisons was that the school starting age in the mainland was 7 years old and 6 years old
in Hong Kong, and that older age had a negative impact on students' psychological well-being. In another study,
Schnepf (2006) examined 10 countries with a high number of immigrants compared to their population. These
countries are Australia, Canada, USA, New Zealand, Sweden, Switzerland, England, France, Germany, and the
Netherlands. Differences in educational achievement between immigrants and natives in these countries were
analyzed. TIMSS, PISA and PIRL data were used. There are many factors that show differences between
countries, such as the language skills and socioeconomic background of immigrants. In Germany and
Switzerland, natives have better math achievement than immigrants. Similarly, in the Netherlands, France and
Sweden, immigrant disadvantage was observed to be high. In Australia, the USA, the England, and Canada, it
was concluded that there is no achievement gap between immigrant students and natives. In conclusion,
immigrant disadvantage in mathematics achievement in English-speaking countries was found to be low, but
higher in Europe. In English-speaking countries (except for New Zealand), the gap between immigrants and
natives closed after controlling for language skills. The educational disadvantages of immigrants in Europe are
explained by their different family backgrounds compared to those of natives. Controlling for the unequal
distribution of immigrants in schools, the effect of immigrant status on achievement is further reduced in
Switzerland and Germany. In another study, Marks (2005) investigated the contribution of socioeconomic,
sociocultural, and school factors to student performance using PISA 2000 reading and mathematics achievement
data for immigrant and non-immigrant students in 20 countries. In almost every country studied, immigrant
students performed lower than non-immigrant students. Socioeconomic factors were found to be an important
factor in the low achievement of immigrant students. Sociocultural factors were found to have less impact on the
achievement of immigrant students and in some countries could not explain this low achievement. School factors
were also not significant in explaining the differences in achievement between migrant and non-immigrant
students, as migrant students were more likely to be concentrated in locations with academically weak schools.
Therefore, low performance levels were attributed to socioeconomic factors. Furthermore, Huang (2000)
investigated the mathematics achievement of immigrant children in 5 English-speaking countries (USA,
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England, Australia, New Zealand, Canada) using TIMSS data. As a result of the analysis, it was observed that
immigrant children, especially those known as the first immigrant generation, lagged in mathematics and science
achievement in the USA, Canada and the England. Immigrants and natives who speak languages other than
English also have low math and science achievement. It is concluded that this disadvantage has a higher impact
on achievement in the USA, Canada and the England, and a lower impact on achievement in New Zealand and
Australia. When the domestic literature is examined, Isigiizel and Baldik (2019) examined the education and
language policies implemented during the participation of immigrant communities in the education system. They
examined language teaching practices for immigrant students in European countries and aimed to generate useful
ideas for Turkey. Karaca and Demirbilek (2022) examined the factors affecting the academic achievement of
Syrian middle school students in mathematics by taking the views of teachers and students. Bahadir (2021)
conducted research on the use of ethnomathematics approach in the mathematics education of immigrant
students. Similarly, Arslan and Uslu (2020) addressed the difficulties experienced by immigrant students in the
learning process of secondary education in Turkey. Eren (2019) investigated the educational problems of
immigrant children according to the views of administrators and teachers and suggested solutions. Borii and
Boyaci (2016) examined the problems faced by immigrants studying in high school in line with teacher opinions.
As a result, when the domestic literature review is summarized, it is seen that more research has been conducted
on the difficulties encountered in the education of immigrant students and the problems faced by students.
Solutions were offered to the problems encountered. More emphasis was placed on general education. It has
been observed that there is a limited number of in-depth studies on fields such as mathematics and science. It has
been observed that there are a limited number of studies examining both the mathematics achievement of
immigrant students and the success of international exams such as TIMSS and PISA from the perspective of
immigrant students. When the foreign literature review was examined, it was seen that studies on immigrant
students were conducted in the context of TIMSS and PISA, the factors affecting the mathematics achievement
of immigrants in the countries where they are located were also examined and shed light on the educational
policies of the countries in this direction. Data on Turkey were not found in these studies.

1.2. Rationale of the Study

Considering that immigration has become a major problem in all countries of the world in recent years, the
education of immigrant students is of great importance in a developing and changing world. In the literature
review, although there are studies investigating immigrant students in the context of TIMSS-PISA, there is no
data on Turkey in these studies. For all these reasons, it is thought that this study will contribute to the related
literature by comparing the 2019 TIMSS mathematics achievement of immigrant students and native students in
Turkey, USA, England, Qatar, Singapore. In addition to this, this study will contribute to the education system of
countries in terms of guiding the education policies of countries and shedding light on the education practices of
immigrant students. On the other hand, it is thought that it will contribute to the literature in terms of providing
opportunities for different studies in terms of raising awareness about the availability of TIMSS 2019 data.

1.3. Aim of the Study

The aim of this study is to compare the mathematics achievement of students with different immigrant
statuses and native students according to TIMSS 2019 data. For this purpose, it is aimed to compare the
mathematics achievement scores of each of the five subgroups divided according to immigration status and
language spoken and to reveal the situation in the five selected countries.

2. Method

In this study, the relational survey model, one of the quantitative research methods, was used. The relational
survey model is a research model that aims to determine whether there is a change between multiple variables
and the degree of change.

2.1. Participants

Worldwide, immigration status is determined by the place of birth and the native language used at home
(Marks, 2005). TIMSS uses the maximum diversity method as a sampling method in its studies. The sample of
this study consists of 8th grade students participating in 2019 TIMSS from Turkey, USA, England, Qatar,
Singapore. In the selection of the countries, attention was paid to the fact that they are countries with high
immigrant density in their regions, that they have a high immigrant population compared to their own
population, and that each of them represents a different region. The USA was selected from the Americas, the
England from Europe, Qatar from the Middle East, Singapore from the Far East and Turkey, where the
researchers were located.

TIMSS surveys ask questions about whether students were born in their country of origin and whether their
parents were born in that country and data are obtained. Marks (2005) categorized native and immigrant students
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into 5 categories. Similarly, in this study, the following five groups were defined using the answers given to the
relevant survey questions.
Table 1. Immigrant and native students categories

Group  Category Description

Students with both parents and them born in the country
of residence.

l.group Native

1st Generation Immigrant + National Students who were born in another country and speak the

2.group Language native language of that country.
3.arou 1st Generation Immigrant + Different ~ Students who were born in another country and speak a
-group Language language different from their home country.

2nd Generation Immigrant + National If the student was born in Fhe country of residence, at

4.group Lanauage least one parent was born in another country and speaks
guag the native language of the country of residence.

2nd Generation Migrant + Different If the student was born in the home country, at least one

5.group parent was born in another country and speaks a language

Language different from the home country

2.2. Data Collection Tools

In TIMSS 2019, a mathematics achievement test is used to measure students' knowledge skills. In addition,
various questionnaires are administered in order to have a well-rounded knowledge about the inputs of
education. These are home, student, teacher and school questionnaires. In this study, in addition to the
mathematics achievement test scores, the student questionnaire, which includes information about the student
and parent's place of birth and how often the test language is used at home, was also used.

In the study, TIMSS 2019 student survey data and mathematics achievement test results from the official
website of the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA), which is open to
public use, were used. In this study, the problems included in the TIMSS 2019 student survey and used in the
study and their coding are presented below.

o How often is the language of the test spoken at home? (BSBGO03)

e Was your Parent A born in the country you are in now? (BSBG08A)
e Was your Parent B born in the country you are in now? (BSBG08B)
e  Were you born in the country you are in now? (BSBG09A)

The students' responses were categorized according to Marks' (2005) classification of native and immigrant
in the figure below.

Were you
born in the — 17’::;“?;“
l_ country you Mational La —
vES  arein now? ALWAYS
l 1st Generat 15t Gi National
3 Eneration
Was Parent A/B Immigrant | —® Imi ‘—L_I Language
born in the _ Lo MOST OF How often is
country he.fs_hg is THE TIME the language
i If 3t least one is NO 2nd Gen of the test
Immigrant OMETIMES___  Spoken at

If both are YES Mational home?
J, Language i
2nd Generation

Native nd G

Immlglanl
Immi RARELY:

La

Figure 1. Classification by native and migrant category

Among the students who answered "YES" to the question "Were you born in the country you are currently
in?", the students who answered "YES" to both of the questions "Was your parent A born in the country you are
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currently in?" and "Was your parent B born in the country you are currently in?" were defined as "Native".
Those who answered "NO" to both questions "Was your parent A born in the country you are currently in?" and
"Was your parent B born in the country you are currently in?" were classified as "2nd generation immigrants".
Students who answered "NO" to the question "Were you born in the country you are currently living in?" were
categorized as "1st Generation Immigrants”. In addition, students who answered "ALWAYS" or "MOST OF
THE TIME" to the question "How often is the language of the test spoken at home?" were categorized as
"National Language", while students who answered "SOMETIMES" or "RARELY" were categorized as
"Different Language"”. Then, by combining immigration status and language status, 4 categories were formed as
"1st Generation Immigrant + National Language", "1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language", "2nd
Generation Immigrant + National Language" and "2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language" and the
category "Native" was grouped under 5 categories in total.

2.3. Data Analysis

TIMSS is an examination in which achievement tests are used to measure the mathematics and science
achievement of 4th and 8th grade students in participating countries from all over the world, but it also provides
general information about students, parents, teachers and schools through questionnaires. The information
obtained from questionnaires and achievement tests enables comparative research to be conducted both within
and between countries. In this study, the mathematics achievement of immigrant students and native students of
selected countries was compared using the results of the TIMSS 2019 mathematics test.

Among the students who answered the question "Were you born in the country you are in?" in the student
questionnaire, those who answered yes were coded as 1, those who answered no were coded as 2, and those who
left the answer blank or marked "I don't know" were not included in the study. Likewise, those who answered
yes to the question "Were parent A and parent B born in the country where you live?" were coded as 1 and those
who answered no were coded as 2, while those who answered "I don't know" and those who left the answer
blank were not included in the study. To the question "How often do you use the language of the test at home?",
those who answered always were coded as 1, those who answered usually as 2, those who answered sometimes
as 3, and those who answered never as 4. The coding was made in such a way that those who marked "usually
used at home" and those who marked "always" as national language use, and those who marked "sometimes"
and "never" as different language use. According to the coding, the answers given by each student were drawn
from the data and the number of students in the native-immigrant categories was determined. In the use of the
language of the test, students coding 1 and 2 were considered to use the national language, while students coding
3 and 4 were considered to use a different language at home as their mother tongue. Special cases outside of the
five domestic immigrant categories were not included in the study. According to these codings, the
mathematics achievement averages and standard deviations and standard errors of the student numbers of the 5
countries were calculated. TIMSS calculates five mathematics achievement scores for each student. In the study,
comparisons were made for each of these five mathematics achievement scores.

ANOVA test was used to determine whether there was a significant difference between the mathematics
achievement scores. According to the results of the ANOVA test, the homogeneity of variances test was
performed and the tests we would use to understand which groups differed were decided. When the variances
were homogeneously distributed, Turkey test was performed and when they were not homogeneously
distributed, Games-Howell test was performed and the data were interpreted. ANOVA test results are presented
in a single table.

3. Results

The number of participants, mathematics achievement scores, standard deviation values of these scores, and
ANOVA results of the participants in the implementation in England according to the native-immigrant category
are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for participants in the England

Quiz Category n Mean SD F p Difference

1 Native 2215 516.882 82.105

2 1st _Generatlon Immigrant + 256 522685 88.187
National Language

1st Generation Immigrant +

BSMMATO01 Different Language 139 505.417° 106250 5.818  .000 4-1
2nd_ Generation Immigrant + 765 531090 85.922

National Language

2nd Generation Immigrant +
Different Language

w

82 535.603 83.545
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Table 2 continued

Quiz Category n Mean SD F p Difference

1 Native 2215  516.325 83.201

1st .Generatlon Immigrant + 256 522084 85.800

National Language

1st Generation Immigrant +

BSMMATO2 Different Language 139 513387 102964 g5q58 oo 41
2nd. Generation Immigrant + 765 532392 85.340

National Language

2qd Generation Immigrant + 82 534892 84.396
Different Language

1 Native 2215  516.014 84.893
1st Generation Immigrant +

2 . 256 523.084 93.294
National Language
1st Generation Immigrant +
BSMMATO03 3 Different Language 139 502471 112.643 6.830 .000 ié
4 2nd_ Generation Immigrant + 765 532301 86.282
National Language
5 2nd Generation Immigrant + 82 532140 92.220

Different Language

1 Native 2215 516.634 82.879

1st _Generatlon Immigrant + 256 526.745 87.945

National Language

1st Generation Immigrant +

BSMMATO04 Different Language 139 506511 106.776 6.029 .000 4-1
2nd_ Generation Immigrant + 765 531.835 87.874

National Language

2r)d Generation Immigrant + 82 530.787 93.335
Different Language

1 Native 2215 516.866 84.054

st _Generatlon Immigrant + 256 522266 88.939

National Language

1st Generation Immigrant +

BSMMATO05 Different Language 139 510.720 105816 5.555  .000 4-1
2nd_Generat|on Immigrant + 765 532283 88.366

National Language

2nd Generation Immigrant +
Different Language

82 534.827 86.806

When Table 2 is examined, it is seen that there is a statistical difference between Group 4 (2nd Generation
Immigrant + National Language) and Group 1 (Native) in the BSMMATO01 exam. Based on the mean scores, it
is understood that the statistical difference is in favor of the 4th Group. When the scores of the BSMMATO02
exam are analyzed, it is seen that there is a statistical difference between Group 4 (2nd Generation Immigrant +
National Language) and Group 1 (Native). Based on the mean scores, it is understood that the statistical
difference is in favor of the 4th Group. When the BSMMATO03 exam results are analyzed, it is seen that there are
statistical differences between Group 4 (2nd Generation Immigrant + National Language) and Group 1 (Native)
and between Group 4 (2nd Generation Immigrant + National Language) and Group 3 (1st Generation Immigrant
+ Different Language). Based on the mean scores, it is understood that both statistical differences are in favor of
the 4th Group. In the BSMMATO04 exam, there is a statistical difference between the 4th Group (2nd Generation
Immigrant + National Language) and the 1st Group (Native). Based on the mean scores, it is understood that the
statistical difference is in favor of the 4th Group. When the scores of the BSMMATO5 exam are analyzed, it is
seen that there is a statistical difference between Group 4 (2nd Generation Immigrant + National Language) and
Group 1 (Native).

Table 3 presents the number of participants, mathematics achievement scores, standard deviation values of
these scores, and ANOVA results of the participants in the implementation in Qatar according to the native-
immigrant category.

80



Comparing The Mathematics Achievement of Immigrant and Native Students According To TIMSS 2019: Turkey, Qatar, Usa,...

Table 3. Descriptive statistical information about the participants in Qatar

Quiz Category n Mean SD F p Difference
1 Native 1552 394.918 77.936
2 1st _Generatlon Immigrant + 1141 486.112 86.783
National Language 2.1 2-4
1st Generation Immigrant + £ a1
BSMMATOL 3 Different Language 710 494278 81458 577564 000 éi 32
4 2nd. Generation Immigrant + 521 459.026 83.708 4-1,5-1
National Language
5 2qd Generation Immigrant + 308 467.730 87.353
Different Language
1 Native 1552 396.289 78.858
2 1st .Generatlon Immigrant + 1141 488.079 88.664
National Language 2-1. 2-4
1st Generation Immigrant + £ a1
BSMMAT02 3 Different Language 710 49139 89851 267530 000 éi gé
4 2nd. Generation Immigrant + 521 457627 84.568 4-1,5-1
National Language
5 qu Generation Immigrant + 308 464.347 90.429
Different Language
1 Native 1552 396.399 79.203
2 1st _Generatlon Immigrant + 1141 487583 87.757
National Language 2.1 2-4
1st Generation Immigrant + £ a1
BSMMAT03 3 Different Language 10 497081 89705 267.498 000 gi gé
4 2nd_ Generation Immigrant + 521 457896 85.353 4-1,5-1
National Language
5 qu Generation Immigrant + 308 464.844 91759
Different Language
1 Native 1552 393.933 78.249
2 1st _Generatlon Immigrant + 1141 487668 86.386
National Language 2.1 2-4
1st Generation Immigrant + £ a1
BSMMATO04 3 Ditferent Language 710 495283 90.217 579.984 000 gi gé
4 2nd. Generation Immigrant + 521 454944  85.119 4-1,5-1
National Language
5 2er Generation Immigrant + 308 464.420 94574
Different Language
1 Native 1552 396.223 77.961
2 1st .Generatlon Immigrant + 1141 487.494 87.696
National Language 2.1 2-4
1st Generation Immigrant + £ a1
BSMMAT05 3 Different Language 710 497086 87235 574487 .00 gi gé
4 2nd. Generation Immigrant + 521 457033 85.566 4-1,5-1
National Language
5 2nd Generation Immigrant + 308 467210 91.433

Different Language

When Table 3 is examined, it is seen that there is a statistical difference between the 2nd Group (1st
Generation Immigrant + National Language) and the 1st Group (Native), 4th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant
+ National Language) and 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in the BSMMATO01
exam results in favor of the 2nd Group based on the average scores. In addition, there is a statistical difference
between Group 3 (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and Group 1 (Native), Group 4 (2nd
Generation Immigrant + National Language) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in
favor of Group 3 based on the mean scores. However, there was a statistical difference between the 4th Group
(2nd Generation Immigrant + National Language) and the 1st Group (Native) in favor of the 4th Group and
between the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and the 1st Group (Native) in favor of
the 5th Group. In the BSMMATO02 exam results, there is a statistical difference between the 2nd Group (1st
Generation Immigrant + National Language) and the 1st Group (Native), the 4th Group (2nd Generation
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Immigrant + National Language) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor
of the 2nd Group based on the average scores. In addition, there is a statistical difference between Group 3 (1st
Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and Group 1 (Native), Group 4 (2nd Generation Immigrant +
National Language) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of Group 3 based
on the mean scores. In addition to this, there was a statistical difference between the 4th Group (2nd Generation
Immigrant + National Language) and the 1st Group (Native) in favor of the 4th Group and between the 5th
Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and the 1st Group (Native) in favor of the 5th Group.
In the BSMMATO03 exam results, there is a statistical difference between the 2nd Group (1st Generation
Immigrant + National Language) and the 1st Group (Native), the 4th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant +
National Language) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 2nd
Group based on the average scores. In addition, there is a statistical difference between Group 3 (1st Generation
Immigrant + Different Language) and Group 1 (Native), Group 4 (2nd Generation Immigrant + National
Language) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of Group 3 based on the
mean scores. In addition, there was a statistical difference between Group 4 (2nd Generation Immigrant +
National Language) and Group 1 (Native) in favor of Group 4, and between Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant
+ Different Language) and Group 1 (Native) in favor of Group 5. In the BSMMATO04 exam results, there is a
statistical difference between the 2nd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + National Language) and the 1st Group
(Native), the 4th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + National Language) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation
Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 2nd Group based on the average scores. In addition, it is
understood that there is a statistical difference between Group 3 (1st Generation Immigrant + Different
Language) and Group 1 (Native), Group 4 (2nd Generation Immigrant + National Language) and Group 5 (2nd
Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of Group 3 based on the mean scores. In addition, there
was a statistical difference between Group 4 (2nd Generation Immigrant + National Language) and Group 1
(Native) in favor of Group 4, and between Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and
Group 1 (Native) in favor of Group 5. In the BSMMATO05 exam results, there is a statistical difference between
the 2nd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + National Language) and the 1st Group (Native), the 4th Group (2nd
Generation Immigrant + National Language) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different
Language) in favor of the 2nd Group based on the average scores. In addition, there is a statistical difference
between Group 3 (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and Group 1 (Native), Group 4 (2nd
Generation Immigrant + National Language) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in
favor of Group 3 based on the mean scores. However, there was a statistical difference between Group 4 (2nd
Generation Immigrant + National Language) and Group 1 (Native) in favor of Group 4, and between Group 5
(2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and Group 1 (Native) in favor of Group 5.

Table 4 presents the number of participants, mathematics achievement scores, standard deviation values of
these scores, and ANOVA results of the participants in the Turkish implementation according to the native-
immigrant category.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics of participants in Turkey

Quiz Category n Mean SD F p Difference
1 Native 4300 492.179 104.809
2 1st Generation Immigrant + 62 461507 100.322

National Language
1st Generation Immigrant +

1-3, 1-5,
BSMMATO1 3 Different Language 39 415704 122837 10379 000 4-3, 4-5
4 2nd_ Generation Immigrant + 75 505950 131.754
National Language
5 2r}d Generation Immigrant + 17 392800 116.264
Different Language
1 Native 4300 493.401 104.441
2 1st _Generatlon Immigrant + 62 468.145 95.856
National Language
1st Generation Immigrant + 1-3 1-5
4 2nd_ Generation Immigrant + 75 516.868 132353
National Language
5 2nd Generation Immigrant + 17 375540 139.662

Different Language
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Table 4 continued

Quiz Category n Mean SD F p Difference

1 Native 4300  492.988 105.629
1st Generation Immigrant +
National Language

1st Generation Immigrant +

62 467.886 101.310

1-3, 1-5,
BSMMAT03 3 Different Language 39 A0LBI9 132884 43048 000 T4
4 2nd. Generation Immigrant + 75 505.671 136.510
National Language
5 2qd Generation Immigrant + 17 378011 122.056
Different Language
1 Native 4300 490.693 107.291
2 st .Generatlon Immigrant + 62 468.505 97.428
National Language
1st Generation Immigrant + 1-3, 1-5,
BSMMAT04 3 Different Language 39 415483 122720 41757 000 4-3,45,
- - 2_5
4 2nd. Generation Immigrant + 75 511983 135487
National Language
5 qu Generation Immigrant + 17 371.047 105.539
Different Language
1 Native 4300 491.693 105.748
2 1st _Generatlon Immigrant + 62 471166 89.897
National Language
1st Generation Immigrant + 1-3,1-5,
BSMMATO05 3 Different Language 39 409.071  123.744 12.703  .000 4-3, 4-5,
i i 2-3,2-5
4 2nd_ Generation Immigrant + 75 518.705 121.228
National Language
5 2nd Generation Immigrant + 17 375.776  113.938

Different Language

When Table 4 is examined, it is seen that there is a statistical difference between the 1st Group (Native) and
the 3rd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant +
Different Language) in favor of the 1st Group according to the BSMMATO1 exam results. In addition, there is a
statistical difference between the 4th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + National Language) and the 3rd Group
(1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different
Language) in favor of the 4th Group. According to the BSMMATO02 exam results, there is a statistical difference
between the 1st Group (Native) and the 3rd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and the 5th
Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 1st Group. In addition, there is a
statistical difference between the 4th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + National Language) and the 3rd Group
(1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different
Language) in favor of the 4th Group. According to the BSMMATO03 exam results, there is a statistical difference
between Group 1 (Native), Group 3 (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and Group 5 (2nd
Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of Group 1. In addition, there is a statistical difference
between Group 4 (2nd Generation Immigrant + National Language) and Group 3 (1st Generation Immigrant +
Different Language) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of Group 4.
According to the BSMMATO04 exam results, there is a statistical difference between the 1st Group (Native) and
the 3rd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant +
Different Language) in favor of the 1st Group. In addition to this, there was a statistical difference between the
4th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + National Language) and the 3rd Group (1st Generation Immigrant +
Different Language) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 4th
Group. There was also a statistical difference between the 2nd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + National
Language) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 2nd Group.
According to the BSMMATO05 exam results, there is a statistical difference between Group 1 (Native), Group 3
(1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different
Language) in favor of Group 1. In addition to this, there was a statistical difference between the 4th Group (2nd
Generation Immigrant + National Language) and the 3rd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + Different
Language) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 4th Group.
There was also a statistical difference between the 2nd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + National Language)
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and the 3rd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation
Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 2nd Group.

Table 5 presents the number of participants, mathematics achievement scores, standard deviation values of
these scores and ANOVA results of the participants in the implementation in Singapore according to the native-
immigrant category.

Table 5. Descriptive statistics for participants in Singapore

Quiz Category n Mean SD F p Difference

1 Native 2868  601.267 89.750
1st Generation Immigrant +

2 . 475 632.235 73.524
National Language
1st Generation Immigrant + 2-1, 2-5,
BSMMATO1 3 Different Language 424 634100 77224 39029 000 31,35,
i i 4-1,4-5
4 2nd_ Generation Immigrant + 1117 622599 79.475
National Language
5 2nd Generation Immigrant + 480 605.580 89 459

Different Language

1 Native 2868  602.065 91.359
1st Generation Immigrant +

2 . 475 633.083 73.146
National Language
1st Generation Immigrant + 2-1,2-5,
BSMMATO02 3 Different Language 424 634.587 77.414 30.172 .000 3-1, 3-5,
i i 4-1, 4-5
4 2nd_ Generation Immigrant + 1117 624819 82757
National Language
5 2nd Generation Immigrant + 480 606.052 88.556

Different Language

1 Native 2868  602.111 91.743
1st Generation Immigrant +

2 . 475 633.239 73.139
National Language
1st Generation Immigrant + 2-1, 2-5,
BSMMAT03 3 Different Language 424 637771 78801 34996 000  3-1,35,
i - 4-1,4-5
4 2nd Generation Immigrant + 1117 627527 83.355
National Language
5 2nd Generation Immigrant + 480 607.370  90.025

Different Language

1 Native 2868  601.071 92.711
1st Generation Immigrant +

2 . 475 635.433 71.996
National Language
1st Generation Immigrant + 2-1, 2-5,
BSMMAT04 3 Different Language 424 636573 83046 35663 000 31,35,
: ; 4-1,4-5
4 2nd_ Generation Immigrant + 1117  626.394 83.163
National Language
5 2nd Generation Immigrant + 480 605.565 90.445

Different Language

1 Native 2868  602.415 91.678
1st Generation Immigrant +

2 . 475 634.963 74.707
National Language
1st Generation Immigrant + 2-1, 2-5,
BSMMAT05 2 Different Language 424 634.049 78429 35350 000 31,35,
i i 4-1,4-5
4 2nd_ Generation Immigrant + 1117 624.865 82.882
National Language
5 2nd Generation Immigrant + 480 605170 88.630

Different Language

When Table 5 is examined, it is understood that there is a statistical difference between Group 2 (1st
Generation Immigrant + National Language), Group 1 (Native) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant +
Different Language) in favor of Group 2. In addition to this, there was a statistical difference between the 3rd
Group (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and the 1st Group (Native) and the 5th Group (2nd
Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 3rd Group. There was also a statistical difference
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between Group 4 (2nd Generation Immigrant + National Language) and Group 1 (Native) and Group 5 (2nd
Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of Group 4. From the BSMMATO02 exam results, it is
understood that there is a statistical difference between Group 2 (1st Generation Immigrant + National
Language) and Group 1 (Native) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of
Group 2. In addition, there was a statistical difference between the 3rd Group (1st Generation Immigrant +
Different Language) and the 1st Group (Native) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different
Language) in favor of the 3rd Group. In addition, there was a statistical difference between the 4th Group (2nd
Generation Immigrant + National Language) and the 1st Group (Native) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation
Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 4th Group. From the BSMMATO03 exam results, it is
understood that there is a statistical difference between Group 2 (1st Generation Immigrant + National
Language) and Group 1 (Native) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of
Group 2. On the other hand, there is a statistical difference between Group 3 (1st Generation Immigrant +
Different Language) and Group 1 (Native) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in
favor of Group 3. Apart from this situation, there was a statistical difference between the 4th Group (2nd
Generation Immigrant + National Language) and the 1st Group (Native) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation
Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 4th Group. From the BSMMATO04 exam results, it is
understood that there is a statistical difference between Group 2 (1st Generation Immigrant + National
Language) and Group 1 (Native) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of
Group 2. In addition, there was a statistical difference between the 3rd Group (1st Generation Immigrant +
Different Language) and the 1st Group (Native) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different
Language) in favor of the 3rd Group. There was also a statistical difference between Group 4 (2nd Generation
Immigrant + National Language) and Group 1 (Native) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different
Language) in favor of Group 4. From the BSMMATO05 exam results, it is understood that there is a statistical
difference between the 2nd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + National Language), 1st Group (Native) and 5th
Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 2nd Group. In addition, there was a
statistical difference between the 3rd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and the 1st Group
(Native) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 3rd Group. There
was also a statistical difference between the 4th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + National Language) and the
1st Group (Native) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 4th
Group.

The number of participants, mathematics achievement scores, standard deviation values of these scores, and
ANOVA results of the participants in the implementation in the USA according to the native-immigrant category
are presented in Table 6.

Table 6. Descriptive statistics for participants in the USA

Quiz Category n Mean SD F p Difference
1 Native 5628 525.451 90.668
2 1st Generation Immigrant + 308 521.743 108.631

National Language
1st Generation Immigrant +

1-3,1-5, 4-
BSMMATO1 3 Different Language 282 503768 108.682 6645 000 3,45
4 2nd_ Generation Immigrant + 1692 529.920 99.942
National Language
5 2r}d Generation Immigrant + 511 512040 94.892
Different Language
1 Native 5628 526.449 91.691
2 st _Generatlon Immigrant + 308 522538  109.263
National Language
1st Generation Immigrant + 1-3. 1-5. 4-

2nd Generation Immigrant +
National Language
2nd Generation Immigrant +
Different Language

1692  531.132 101.344

511 513.635 96.517
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Table 6 continued

1 Native 5628 526.406 92.593
1st Generation Immigrant +
2 .
National Language
3 1st Generation Immigrant +
BSMMATO3 Different Language
2nd Generation Immigrant +
4 .
National Language
2nd Generation Immigrant +
Different Language

308 523.985 108.931

232 500.548 114218 747 000 1-33; 14:_55, 4-

1692  531.050 100.580

511 513.113 94.354

1 Native 5628 526.473 92.793
1st Generation Immigrant +
National Language

1st Generation Immigrant +

308 528.172 109.975

1-3, 1-5, 2-
BSMMAT04 3 Different Language 282 500214 16101 5469 000 3,4-3 45
2nd Generation Immigrant + T
4 National Language 1692 531.543 100.598
5 2qd Generation Immigrant + 511 511.755 97181
Different Language
1 Native 5628 527.302 91.595
2 1st _Generatlon Immigrant + 308 524563 108.203
National Language
1st Generation Immigrant + 1-3. 1-5. 2-
BSMMATO05 3 Different Language 232 496.027 115.734 9499 (000 3 21_3 4_5

2nd Generation Immigrant +
National Language
2nd Generation Immigrant +
Different Language

1692  532.202 100.196

511 514.159 93.794

When Table 6 is examined, it is understood that there is a statistical difference between Group 1 (Native),
Group 3 (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different
Language) in favor of Group 1. In addition to this, there is a statistical difference between Group 4 (2nd
Generation Immigrant + National Language) and Group 3 (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and
Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of Group 4. From the BSMMATO02 exam
results, it is understood that there is a statistical difference between Group 1 (Native) and Group 3 (1st
Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in
favor of Group 1. In addition to this situation, there is a statistical difference between the 4th Group (2nd
Generation Immigrant + National Language) and the 3rd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + Different
Language) and the 5th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 4th Group. From
the BSMMATO03 exam results, it is understood that there is a statistical difference between Group 1 (Native),
Group 3 (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different
Language) in favor of Group 1. On the other hand, there is a statistical difference between Group 4 (2nd
Generation Immigrant + National Language) and Group 3 (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and
Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of Group 4. From the BSMMATO04 exam
results, it is understood that there is a statistical difference between Group 1 (Native) and Group 3 (1st
Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in
favor of Group 1. In addition to this, there was a statistical difference between the 2nd Group (1st Generation
Immigrant + National Language) and the 3rd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor
of the 2nd Group. There is also a statistical difference between the 4th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant +
National Language) and the 3rd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and the 5th Group (2nd
Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 4th Group. From the BSMMATO05 exam results, it
is understood that there is a statistical difference between Group 1 (Native) and Group 3 (1st Generation
Immigrant + Different Language) and Group 5 (2nd Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of
Group 1. In addition to this, there was a statistical difference between the 2nd Group (1st Generation Immigrant
+ National Language) and the 3rd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 2nd
Group. There is also a statistical difference between the 4th Group (2nd Generation Immigrant + National
Language) and the 3rd Group (1st Generation Immigrant + Different Language) and the 5th Group (2nd
Generation Immigrant + Different Language) in favor of the 4th Group.
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4. Conclusion and Discussion

When the findings in the England were analyzed, it was observed that students who were born in the England
but at least one of their parents was born abroad and used the national language of the England were more
successful in TIMSS 2019 mathematics achievement scores than native students of the England. It can be
thought that students in immigrant groups eliminate the disadvantageous situation caused by immigration by
using the national language of the England. Students in Qatar who were born abroad were more successful in
mathematics than other students in the country, whether they used the national language of the country or not.
Qatar's native students scored lower in math than all other immigrant groups. This result provides a clue about
the immigrant profile of the country. It can be assumed that parents who come to the country as immigrants have
a higher educational status, financial means, and the importance they attach to education. In addition, the fact
that immigrants struggle to survive in the country they live in, compared to the natives of that country, may be a
factor in their success in psychological effects such as thinking that they have no choice but to be successful. The
fact that Native students lag behind in math achievement compared to all other groups is a situation that should
be considered in terms of the current education policies of the country. It was observed that the mathematics
achievement of the students in Turkey who were born in the country (at least one of their parents was born
abroad) and those who were born outside the country and who did not use the national language of the country
was lower than all other groups. It can be said that immigrant students who use Turkish, the national language of
the country, turn their disadvantageous situation in their favor compared to immigrant students who use different
languages. In Singapore, the native group of students and students who were born in the country, at least one of
whose parents was born outside the country, and who did not use the national language of Singapore were found
to have lower mathematics achievement compared to the other three groups. When the categories were analyzed,
it was observed that the use or non-use of the national language did not significantly affect mathematics
achievement.

Native students in the US were more successful in mathematics than all other immigrant students who did not
use the national language. When we compared immigrant students among themselves, we found that students
who were born in the country and had at least one parent born outside the country and who used the national
language were more successful in mathematics than other immigrant students who used a different language.
Among immigrant students who were not born in the country, those who used the national language were more
successful than those who used a different language. The use of a language other than the national language was
disadvantageous for all groups. The use of a language other than the national language was disadvantageous in
the USA, the England and Turkey, but not in other countries. The low achievement of immigrant students in the
USA and the England due to language differences shows similar results to Schnepf (2006). When the native-
migrant categories are compared, it is seen that immigration status is not disadvantageous in Qatar, Singapore
and the England. In the USA, it can be said that immigrant students' use of the national language, like native
students, eliminates the disadvantageous position. In Singapore, the disadvantageous position of immigrant
status varies between immigrant categories, although the achievement of native students is lower. In Turkey,
immigration status does not appear to create a disadvantageous situation and this situation varies according to
immigration categories. In Turkey, the most disadvantaged group, regardless of language, is composed of
immigrant students born outside the country, whereas in Singapore, these immigrants constitute the most
advantaged group. The fact that native students in Singapore have lower achievement scores than all groups
except for immigrant students born in the country and using a different language gives clues about the immigrant
profile of these two countries. Similarly, studies show that factors such as the socioeconomic status of the family
and the educational status of the parents increase educational achievement (Canak¢1 & Ozdemir, 2015; Yenilmez
& Duman, 2008). . In countries where the education of immigrants is disadvantaged, it can be said that the
family constitutes the working class. Comments can be made about the immigrant profiles of those countries.

5. Suggestions

In this study, it is aimed to compare the achievements of native-immigrant students of five countries selected
according to TIMSS 2019 mathematics achievement scores. It is thought that the results obtained as a result of
this comparison will shed light on the educational administrators and practitioners of those countries.

The reasons for the lower mathematics achievement of native students compared to immigrant students can
be investigated by the education administrators of those countries and the current system can be changed.

In countries where it is observed that speaking a language other than the national language decreases the
academic achievement of students, language education can be emphasized and the deficiencies of existing
studies can be reviewed.

Immigrant students need more attention from both teachers and peers in academic and social life than native
students. The needs, educational problems and reasons for failure of these students can be investigated. In this
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way, the number of educated individuals in the country can be increased and economic and social development
can be achieved.

This research is limited to five countries. Broader comparisons can be made by increasing the number of
countries. The study can be expanded by adding questions about the length of stay of immigrant students in that
country and the educational status of their parents.

By examining international exams held in different years, the change in the achievement of immigrant
students in countries can be examined in the comparison of immigrant and native students.
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TIMSS 2019’a gére Gocmen Ve Yerli Ogrencilerin Matematik Basarilariyla Ulkelerin
Karsilastirilmasi: Tiirkiye, Katar, Abd, Singapur ve Ingiltere

1. Giris

Uluslararast Egitim Basarilarim Degerlendirme Dernegi (International Association for the Evaluation of
Educational Achievement - IEA) kurulusunun Uluslararas1 Matematik ve Fen Calismalarindaki Egilimler
(Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study - TIMSS) egitim alaninda diinyanin her cografyasindan
katilimimn oldugu uluslararasi bir calismadir (Olgiioglu ve Cetin, 2016). TIMSS uygulamasinda orneklemi,
katihimer tilkelerin farkli bolgelerinden rastgele secilen okullardaki 4. (veya 5.sinf) ve 8. smif seviyesindeki
ogrenciler olusturmaktadir (Sarier, 2020). TIMSS, dort yilda bir uygulanmakta olup TIMSS 2019, uygulamanin
yedinci degerlendirmesidir. TIMSS gibi uluslararasi yapilan smavlarda 6grenci, 6gretmen, aile, okul bilgileri,
egitim sistemi, idarecilerle ilgili birtakim veriler elde edilir. Bu verilerle matematik ile fen basarisinda egitim
sisteminin isleyisi hakkinda bilgiler elde edilirken, egitimde yapilacak atilimlar ve gelismeler igin de 6nemli
birer kaynak olusturmaktadir.

TIMSS uygulamasinda, 6grencilerin fen ve matematik alanlarindaki yeterlik diizeylerini ortaya g¢ikaran
verilere de ulagilmaktadir. 2007 TIMSS uygulamast ile ortalama puan diizeyi 500 olarak belirlenerek, bu puanin
list ve alt1 igin yeterlik diizeyleri olusturmustur. Buna gére matematik ve fen alanlarinda 625 ve iizeri puan
aralig1 “ileri diizey”, 550 ve 625 puan aralif1 “iist diizey”, 475 ve 550 puan aralig1 “orta diizey” ve 400 ve 475
puan aralig: ise “diisiik diizey” olarak tamimlanmustir. Ozellikle Uluslararas1 Ogrenci Degerlendirme Progranu
(Programme for International Student Assessment — PISA) smavlarinda oldugu gibi TIMSS uygulamalarinda da
katilimer tilkeler ve politika gelistirme konumunda olanlar igin yeterlik diizeyine gore yapilan degerlendirmeler
biiyiik bir 6nem tagimaktadir (Sarier, 2020). TIMSS 2019 uygulamasina dérdiincii sinif diizeyinde 58 iilke, seki-
zinci smif diizeyinde ise 39 iilke katilmistir. TIMSS 2019 sekizinci simf matematik degerlendirmesinde 616
puanla en basarih iilke Singapur olmustur. Tayvan, Giiney Kore, Japonya ve Hong Kong basari siralamasinda
Singapur’u takip etmektedir (MEB, 2020).

Birgok Ekonomik Isbirligi ve Kalkinma Orgiitii (The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development - OECD) iilkesinde degisen ve gelisen diinya kosullarinda gég, niifus artigina katkida bulunmada
onemli bir rol oynar (Schnepf, 2006). Gog, yirminci ylizyilin ikinci yarisindan sonra 6zellikle az gelismis ya da
gelismekte olan iilkelerde basta ekonomik nedenler olmak tizere dogal afetler, savas gibi yasantilar insanlari
goce zorlamakla beraber iginde egitimin de oldugu pek ¢ok alanda ciddi kitlesel sorunlara neden olmustur (Borii
ve Boyact, 2016). Her ¢cocugun egitim hakki g6z oniinde bulunduruldugunda gégiin getirilerinden en 6nemlisinin
iilkenin egitim ¢iktilarina yansimalari oldugu anlasiliyor. Basta yonetimler olmak {izere en tepeden en yerele
kadar tiim birimler go¢men niifusun egitimi konusunda bazi uygulamalar yapmaktadir. Okullar da gogmen
cocuklarin iilkeye uyumlar1 ve egitimi konusunda cesitli uygulamalarda bulunmaktadir. Ne var ki goc
olgusunda, gé¢gmen g¢ocuklar, egitim sistemi, okul ekipmanlar1 ve 6gretmen algilar1 gibi bilesenlerden kaynakli
birgok problem hala giincelligini korumaktadir (Sahin, 2020). Bu problemler egitime katilim, egitime erigim,
ogretmen sorunu, dil sorunu, yoksulluk, toplumsal uyum, miifredata uyum olarak siralanabilir. Bu problemlerin
en basinda da iilkeye, topluma, egitime uyum asamasinda basrolii oynayan dil sorunlar1 gelmektedir.

1.1. Literatiir Taramasi

Gogmen Ogrencilerin egitimi ve matematik basarilar1 odaginda ilgili literatiir incelendiginde; gég¢men
ogrencilerin dezavantajli durumlarinin incelenen bazi iilkelerde telafi edilebildigi goriilmiistiir (Crespo, Alvarez,
Alonso ve Muniz, 2021). Arikan, Vijver ve Yagmur (2020), Avrupa tilkelerindeki 4. sinif 6grencilerinin gé¢men
ve yerli olma durumlar ile matematik basarilart TIMSS verileri 1s1ginda incelemistir. Zhu ve Leung (2011),
Hong Kong’daki Anakara go¢menlerinin matematik basarisini TIMSS 1995, 1999, 2003 ve 2007 yillarinda
yapilan smavlar1 ele alarak incelemistir. Sonug olarak o iilke diginda dogan gégmen ¢ocuklarin 1995 yilinda
diger O6grencilere gore daha basarili olduklar1 tespit edilmis. Fakat daha sonraki TIMSS smavlarinda diger
Ogrenci gruplarmin gerisinde kaldigir goriilmiistiir. Diger bir sonug ise annesi degil babasi Hong Kong’da
dogmus 6grencilerin basarilarmin da tilke disinda dogan dgrencilerin basarisina benzer bir sekilde diisiik oldugu
sonucuna varilmustir. Karsilagtirmalarda ulasilan disiik basarimin sebeplerinden biri olarak anakarada okula
baglama yasinin 7 Hong Kong da ise 6 olmasi ve biiyiik yasin dgrencilerin psikolojik iyi oluslart {izerinde
olumsuz etkiye sahip oldugu belirtilmistir. Diger bir arastirma Schnepf (2006) niifusuna oranla gégmen sayisi
fazla olan 10 iilke incelenmistir. Bu iilkeler Avustralya, Kanada ABD, Yeni Zelanda, Isveg, Isvicre, Ingiltere,
Fransa, Almanya ve Hollanda’dir. Bu iilkelerdeki gogmen ve yerliler arasindaki egitim basarisindaki farkliliklar
incelenmistir. TIMSS, PISA ve PIRL verileri kullanilmistir. Ulkelerdeki gdcmenlerin dil becerileri,
sosyoekonomik ge¢migleri gibi iilkeler arasindaki farkliligi gosteren birgok etken mevcuttur. Almanya ve
Isvigre’de gdgmenlere kiyasla yerlilerin matematik basaris1 daha iyi oldugu goriilmiistiir. Benzer sekilde
Hollanda, Fransa ve Isveg’te de gdgmen dezavantaji yiiksek seviyede oldugu gézlenmistir. Avusturalya, ABD,
Ingiltere ve Kanada’da gd¢men 6grenciler ile yerliler arasinda basar1 farkinin olmadigi sonucuna ulasilmistir.
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Sonug olarak Ingilizce konusan iilkelerdeki matematik basarisinda gdgmen dezavantajinin az oldugu fakat
Avrupa’da daha fazla oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ingilizce konusulan iilkelerde (Yeni Zelanda haric) dil becerileri
kontrol edildikten sonra gégmenlerle yerliler arasinda farkin kapandigi belirtilmistir. Avrupa’da gégmenlerin
egitim dezavantajlar1 yerlilerinkine kiyasla farkli aile ge¢misleriyle agiklanmaktadir. Gé¢menlerin okullardaki
esit olmayan dagilimi kontrol edildiginde gdgmen statiisiiniin basar iizerindeki etKisi Isvigre ve Almanya’da
daha da azalmaktadir. Bir bagka ¢alismada Marks (2005) 20 iilkede gé¢men ve gdgmen olmayan 6grencilerin
PISA 2000 okuma ve matematik bagari verileri kullamlarak 6grenci performanslarmm sosyoekonomik,
sosyokiiltiirel ve okul faktorlerinin katkisini arastiran bir ¢alisma yapmustir. Hemen hemen arastirmaya konu
olan her iilkede gb¢men Ogrenciler gogmen olmayan ogrencilere gore daha diisiik basari sergilemistir.
Sosyoekonomik faktorlerin gégmen 6grencilerin bagarisinin diigiik olmasinda onemli bir faktér oldugu ortaya
cikmigtir. Sosyokiiltiirel faktorlerin gégmen 6grenci basarisina etkisinin daha az oldugu hatta baz tilkelerde bu
diigiik basariyr agiklayamadigi goriilmiistiir. Okul faktorlerinin de gé¢men ve gé¢men olmayan G6grenci
arasindaki bagar1 farkliliklarimi agiklamada onemli olmadigi daha ¢ok gogmen 6grencilerin akademik agidan
zayif okullarin bulundugu konumlarda toplandigi belirtilmistir. Bu nedenle diisiikk performans seviyeleri
sosyoekonomik faktorlere baglanmistir. Ayrica Huang (2000) calismasinda Ingilizce konusan 5 iilkedeki (ABD,
Ingiltere, Avusturalya, Yeni Zelanda, Kanada) gdgmen cocuklarm matematik basarisimi TIMSS verilerini
kullanarak arastirmistir. Analizler sonucunda ozellikle ABD, Kanada ve ingiltere’de gdgmen gocuklarin -
ozellikle ilk go¢men kusagi olarak bilinenlerin- matematik ve fende basar1 olarak geride kaldiklar1 gériilmiistiir.
Ingilizce disinda dil konusan gdégmen veya yerli halkin da matematik ve fen basarilarmin diisiik oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Bu dezavantajli durumun ABD, Kanada ve Ingiltere’de basarrya etkisinin daha yiiksek oldugu,
Yeni Zelanda ve Avustralya’da ise basariya daha distik etki ettigi sonucuna varilmustir.

Yurticindeki literatiir incelendiginde Isigiizel ve Baldik (2019) calismalarinda gégmen topluluklarin egitim
sistemine katilimlart siirecinde uygulanan egitim ve dil politikalarini incelemislerdir. Avrupa iilkelerinde gogmen
ogrencilere yonelik dil 6gretim uygulamalari incelenmis ve Tiirkiye i¢in faydali fikirler tiretilmesi amaglamustir.
Karaca ve Demirbilek (2022) Suriyeli ortaokul 6grencilerinin matematik dersindeki akademik basarilarim
etkileyen faktorleri 6gretmen ve 6@renci goriisleri alinarak incelemislerdir. Bahadir, (2021), gogmen 6grencilerin
matematik egitiminde etnomatematik yaklasimin kullanilmasiyla ilgili aragtirmalar yapmustir. Benzer sekilde
Arslan ve Uslu (2020) Tirkiye’de ortadgretim diizeyinde egitim 6gretim goren gbogmen Ogrencilerin 6grenim
stirecinde yagadiklari zorluklari ele almugtir. Eren (2019) yonetici ve Ogretmen goriiglerine gore gégmen
gocuklarin egitim sorunlarimi aragtirmis ve ¢6ziim Onerilerinde bulunulmustur. Borii ve Boyaci (2016) lisede
egitim gbren gé¢menlerin karsilastigi sorunlari 6gretmen gorisleri dogrultusunda incelemistir. Sonug olarak
yurtigi literatiir taramasi 6zetlendiginde daha ¢ok gd¢men Ogrencilerin egitiminde karsilasilan zorluklar ve
ogrencilerin karsilastiklar1 sorunlar iizerine arastirmalarin yapildigi goriilmiistiir. Karsilagilan sorunlara ¢éziim
Onerileri sunulmustur. Daha ¢ok genel egitim {izerinde durulmustur. Matematik, fen gibi alanlar {izerinde
derinlemesine yapilan aragtirmalarin sinirli sayida oldugu goriilmiistiir. Gerek gogmen 6grencilerin matematik
basarisimi inceleyen, gerekse uluslararasi yapilan TIMSS, PISA gibi sinavlarin gé¢men 6grenciler goziinden
bagarilarimin ele alindigi arastirmalarin siirli sayida oldugu goriilmiistiir. Yabanci literatiir taramasi
incelendiginde ise TIMSS, PISA baglaminda gogmen 6grencilerle ilgili arastirmalarin yapildigi, bulunduklar
tilkelerde gégmenlerin matematik basarilarina etki eden faktorlerin de incelendigi ve bu dogrultuda ilkelerin
egitim politikalarina 11k tuttugu goriilmistiir. Tiirkiye ile ilgili verilere bu ¢aligmalarda rastlanmamustir.

1.2. Arastirmanin Gerekgesi ve Onemi

Gogmenligin son yillarda tiim diinya iilkelerinde biiyiik sorun haline geldigi g6z 6niinde bulunduruldugunda
gelisen ve degisen diinyada gocmen Ogrencilerin egitimi biiyllk Onem tasimaktadir. Yapilan literatiir
taramalarinda TIMSS —PISA baglaminda yapilan gogmen Ogrencileri arastiran ¢alismalar olmakla beraber bu
caligmalarda Tiirkiye verisine rastlanmamistir. Tiirkiye’nin de diinyanin en ¢ok gé¢men barindiran iilkelerin
basinda gelmesi bu ¢alismanin 6nemi agisindan degerlidir. Tiim bu gerekgelerle bu ¢alisma gégmen 6grencilerin
ve vyerli &grencilerin 2019 TIMSS matematik basarilarimin Tiirkiye, ABD, Ingiltere, Katar, Singapur
tilkelerindeki durumunun karsilastirilmasi ilgili alan yazina katki saglayacagi disiiniilmektedir. Bu duruma ek
olarak bu galigma iilkelerin egitim politikalarina yon vermesi, gégmen 6grencilerin egitimi uygulamalarina 1g1k
tutmas1 bakimindan {ilkelerin egitim sistemine katkida bulunabilecektir. Ote yandan TIMSS 2019 verilerinin
kullanima ag¢ildigim1 konusunda farkindalik olusturmasi bakimindan farkli ¢aligmalara imkan sunmasi agisindan
da literatiire katki saglayacagi diistiniilmektedir.

1.3. Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu ¢aligmanin amaci TIMSS 2019 verilerine gore farkli goemen statiilerindeki ogrenciler ile yerli
ogrencilerin matematik basarilarimi karsilagtirmaktir. Bu ama¢ dogrultusunda gé¢men statiilerine ve konusulan
dile gore ayrilan bes alt grubun her birinin matematik basar1 puanlarin1 karsilagtirmak ve segilen bes iilkedeki
durumun ortaya ¢ikarilmasi hedeflenmistir.
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2. Yontem

Bu calismada nicel arastirma yontemlerinden iliskisel tarama modeli kullanilmustir. Iliskisel tarama
modelinde birden ¢ok degisken arasinda birlikte degisim olup olmadigini ve degisimin derecesini belirlemeyi
amaglayan bir aragtirma modelidir (Karasar, 2011).

2.1. Calisma Grubu

Diinya genelinde gé¢menlik statiisii dogdugun yer ve evde kullamilan ana dil 6l¢iitleriyle belirlenmektedir
(Marks, 2005). TIMSS caligmalarinda 6rnekleme yontemi olarak maksimum gesitlilik yontemini kullanarak
orneklem grubunu olusturmaktadir. Bu calismanin Orneklemini Tiirkiye, ABD, Ingiltere, Katar, Singapur
iilkelerinden 2019 TIMSS’e katilan 8.sinf &grencileri olusturmaktadir. Ulkelerin seciminde bulunduklar:
bolgelerde gogmen yogunlugunun fazla oldugu iilkeler olmasi, kendi niifusuna oranla barindirdigi gégmen
niifusunun fazla olmasi ve her biri farkli bir bolgeyi temsil etmesine dikkat edilmistir. Amerika kitasindan ABD,
Avrupa kitasindan ingiltere, Orta Dogu’dan Katar, Uzak Dogu’dan Singapur ve arastirmacilarin bulundugu
Tiirkiye segilmistir.

TIMSS anket ¢aligmalariyla 6grencilerin bulunduklar iilkede dogup dogmadiklari, ebeveynlerinin o iilkede
dogup dogmadiklar ile ilgili sorular sormakta ve veriler elde edilmektedir. Marks (2005), yerli ve gogmen
Ogrencileri 5 kategoriye ayirmustir. Benzer sekilde bu c¢alismada ilgili anket sorularma verilen yanitlar
kullanilarak asagidaki bes grup tanimlanmustir.

Tablo 7. Yerli ve gogmen 6grenci kategorileri

Grup Kategori Aciklama

Her iki ebeveyni ve kendisi bulundugu iilkede dogan &grencilerden

lgrup  Yerli olugmaktadir.

Bagka iilkede dogan ve bulundugu iilkenin ana dilini konusan

2.grup 1.Nesil gogmen + ulusal dil ogrencilerden olugsmaktadir.

Bagka iilkede dogan ve bulundugu iilkeninkinden farkli bir dil

3.grup 1.Nesil gogmen + farkl dil konusan 6grencilerden olusturmaktadir.

Ogrenci bulundugu iilkede dogdu ise en az bir velisi baska iilkede
4.grup 2. Nesil gégmen + ulusal dil  dogan ve bulundugu ilkenin ana dilini konusan G6grencilerden
olusturmaktadir.

Ogrenci bulundugu iilkede dogdu ise en az bir velisi baska iilkede
5.grup 2. Nesil gogmen + farkli dil  dogan ve bulundugu iilkeninkinden farkli bir dil konusan
ogrencilerden olugmaktadir

2.2. Veri Toplama Araglari

TIMSS 2019°da ogrencilerin bilgi becerilerini 6lgmek igin matematik basar testi kullanilmaktadir. Ayrica
egitimin girdileri hakkinda ¢ok yonli bilgi sahibi olabilmek i¢in ¢esitli anketler uygulanmaktir. Bunlar ev,
Ogrenci, 6gretmen ve okul anketidir. Bu galigmada matematik basari testi puanlarinin yanmi sira 6grenci ve
ebeveynin dogum yerlerine iliskin bilgilerin ve test dilinin evde ne siklikla kullanildiginin yer aldigi 6grenci
anketi de kullanilmustir.

Calismada herkesin kullanimina agik olan IEA resmi internet sitesinden TIMSS 2019 6grenci anketi verileri
ve matematik basari testi sonuglar1 kullamilmigtir. Bu ¢alismada TIMSS 2019 6grenci anketinde yer alan ve
caligma kapsaminda kullanilan sorunlar ve kodlamalar1 asagida sunulmustur.

e  Testin dili evde ne siklikla konusuluyor? (BSBGO03)

e Velin A su an iginde bulundugun iilkede mi dogdu? (BSBGO8A)
e Velin B su an i¢inde bulundugun tilkede mi dogdu? (BSBG08B)
e Suan iginde bulundugun iilkede mi dogdun? (BSBG09A)

Ogrencilerin cevaplar1 Marks’in (2005) yerli ve gdgmen simiflandirmasina gore asagidaki sekil dogrultusunda
kategorilendirilmigtir.
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Su an iginde
b.L_llundugu.n _HAYIR
’_ Ulkede mi
EvET  dogdun? 1. Nesil Gégm
i > '+ Ulusal Dil HER ZAMAN
1. Nesil -

VeliA/B su an Gogmen 1. Nesil

icinde bulundugu + Fal ‘—‘ . —  Testin dili

Ulkede mi dogdu? GOGU ZAMAN evde ne
En az biri HAYIR ise siklikla

ARA SIRA— konusuluyor?
Her ikisi EVET ise

2. Nesil Gogm
2 Nesii — > +Ulusal DiI' ¢

Yerli Gogmen NADIREN
2. Nesil
+ Fal

Sekil 2. Yerli ve gogmen kategorisine gore siniflandirma

“Su an i¢inde bulundugun iilkede mi dogdun?” sorusuna “EVET” cevabini veren dgrencilerden “Velin A su
an i¢inde bulundugun iilkede mi dogdu?” ve “Velin B su an i¢inde bulundugun iilkede mi dogdu?” sorularin her
ikisine de “EVET” cevabini veren 6grenciler “Yerli” olarak tanimlanmistir. “Velin A su an i¢inde bulundugun
iilkede mi dogdu?” ve “Velin B su an i¢inde bulundugun iilkede mi dogdu?” sorularindan en birine “HAYIR”
diyenler ise “2. Nesil Gogmen” olarak simiflandirilmistir. “Su an iginde bulundugun iilkede mi dogdun?”
sorusuna “HAYIR” cevabini veren dgrenciler ise “1. Nesil Gogmen” olarak kategorilendirilmistir. Bu duruma ek
olarak “Testin dili evde ne siklikla konusuluyor?” soruna “HER ZAMAN” ya da “COGU ZAMAN” cevabin
veren dgrenciler “Ulusal Dil”, “ARA SIRA” ya da “NADIREN” cevabim veren dgrenciler “Farkli Dil” olarak
simiflandirilmigtir. Ardindan gégmenlik durumu ve dil durumu birlestirilerek “1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil”,
“1. Nesil G¢men + Farkli Dil”, “2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil” ve “2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil” olmak tizere
4 Kkategori olusturulmus ve “Yerli” kategorisi ile toplamda 5 kategori altinda toplanmistir.

2.3. Veri Analizi

TIMSS uygulamalar1 diinyanin her yerinden katilimei tilkelerin 4. ve 8. Simif 6grencilerinin matematik ve fen
bagarilarim1 6lgmek igin basari testlerinin kullanildigi bir smmav olmakla beraber ders basarisin1 yaninda
uygulattigi anketler sayesinde 6grenci, veli, 6gretmen ve okullar hakkinda da genel bilgiler edinebilmektedir.
Anket sorular1 ve basari testleri sonuglarindan elde edilen bilgilerle hem tilke igi hem iilkeler arasi karsilagtirmali
aragtirmalar yapilmasina olanak saglamaktadir. Bu ¢alismada ise segilen iilkelerin gogmen ogrencileri ile yerli
Ogrencilerinin matematik basarilar1 TIMSS 2019 matematik testi sonuglarindan yararlanilarak karsilastirilmistir.

Ogrenci anketinde “i¢inde bulundugun iilkede mi dogdun?” sorusuna cevap veren dgrencilerden evet diyenler
1, hayrr diyenler 2 seklinde kodlanirken bos birakan veya bilmiyorum yanitini isaretleyenler arastirmaya dahil
edilmemistir. Aym sekilde ebeveyn A ve ebeveyn B bulundugun iilkede mi dogdu? sorularina evet yanitini
verenler 1, hayir yanitin1 verenler 2 seklinde kodlanirken bilmiyorum seklinde kodlayanlar ile cevabi bos birakan
Ogrenciler arastirmaya dahil edilmemistir. Evde ne siklikla testin dilini kullaniyorsunuz? sorusuna daima
cevabim verenler 1, genellikle cevabini verenler 2, bazen cevabim verenler 3, asla cevabini verenler 4 seklinde
kodlanmis olup, ulusal dil kullanimi olarak “genellikle evde kullaniliyor” seklinde isaretleyenler ile “daima”
secenegini isaretleyenler, farkli dil kullanimi olarak ise “bazen” ve “asla” segenegini isaretleyenler olacak
sekilde kodlama yapilmistir. Kodlamalara gore her bir dgrencinin verdigi cevaplar veriler arasindan cekilerek
yerli-gogmen kategorileri 6grenci sayilari belirlendi. Testin dilinin kullaniminda 1 ve 2 kodlamasini yapan
ogrenciler in ulusal dili kullandiklar1 kabul edilirken 3 ve 4 kodlamasini yapan &grencilerin evde ana dil olarak
farkli bir dil kullandiklar1 kabul edilmistir. Yapilan bes yerli gogmen kategorisinin disinda kalan 6zel durumlar
arastirmaya dahil edilmemistir. Bu kodlamalara gore 5 iilkenin 6grenci sayilar1 matematik basar1 ortalamalari
ve standart sapmalar1 ve standart hatalar1 hesaplanmigtir. TIMSS her 6grenci i¢in bes matematik basar1 puam
hesaplamaktadir. Arastirmada bu bes matematik basar1 puanlarin her biri i¢in karsilagtirma yapilmigtir.

Matematik basari puanlar1 arasinda anlamli bir farklilik olup olmamasina ANOVA testi yapilarak bakilmustir.
ANOVA testi sonuglarina gore varyanslarin homojenligi testi yapilarak hangi gruplar arasinda farklilagmanin
oldugunu anlayabilmek i¢in kullanacagimiz testlere Karar verilmistir. Varyanslar homojen dagildiginda Turkey,
homojen dagilmadiginda Games-Howell testi yapilarak veriler yorumlanmigtir. ANOVA testi sonuglar1 tek bir
tablo halinde sunulmustur.
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3. Bulgular

Ingiltere’de yapilan uygulamadaki katilimeilarin yerli-go¢men kategorisine gére katilimer sayilari, matematik
basar1 puanlari, bu puanlarin standart sapma degerleri ile ANOVA sonuglar1 Tablo 2’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 8. ingiltere’deki katilimcilara ait betimleyici istatistik bilgiler

Sinav Kategori n Ortalama SS F p Fark
Yerli 2215 516,882 82,105
1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal

Dil 256 522,685 88,187
1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil 139 505,417 106,250 5,818 ,000 4-1
2. Nesil Goégmen + Ulusal 765 531,000 85,922

BSMMATO01

Dil

2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 82 535,603 83,545
Yerli 2215 516,325 83,201
1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal

Dil 256 522,284 85,800
1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil 139 513,387 102,964 5,968 ,000 4-1
2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal 765 532302 85,340

BSMMATO02

Dil
2. Nesil Gé6¢men + Farkli Dil 82 534,892 84,396
Yerli 2215 516,014 84,893
ZE).“ Nesil Gégmen + Ulusal 256 523084 93,294
BSMMATO03 1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil 139 502,471 112,643 6,830 ,000 jé

2. Nesil Goégmen + Ulusal 765 532301 86,282

Dil

2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 82 532,140 92,220
Yerli 2215 516,634 82,879
%).“ Nesil Goégmen + Ulusal 256 526745 87,945

BSMMATO04 1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil 139 506,511 106,776 6,029 ,000 4-1

2. Nesil Go¢men + Ulusal 765 531,835 87,874

Dil

2. Nesil G6¢men + Farkli Dil 82 530,787 93,335
Yerli 2215 516,866 84,054
ZI[.).“ Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal 256 522266 88,939

BSMMATO05 1. Nesil Gégmen + Farkli Dil 139 510,720 105,816 5,555 ,000 4-1

é”NeSII Gogmen + Ulusal 765 532283 88,366
2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 82 534,827 86,806

gl A WO N (PO & O DN (ROl B O DN |(RPO[ DO DN |RPO| B WD |-

Table 2 incelendiginde BSMMATO1 sinavinda 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli)
arasinda istatistiksel olarak farklilik oldugu goriilmektedir. Puan ortalamalarindan hareketle istatistiksel
farkliligin 4. Grup lehine oldugu anlasilmaktadir. BSMMATO2 smavinin puanlart incelendiginde ise 4. Grup (2.
Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) arasinda istatistiksel olarak farklilik oldugu goriilmektedir. Puan
ortalamalarindan hareketle istatistiksel farkliligin 4. Grup lehine oldugu anlagilmaktadir. BSMMATO03 sinav
sonuglar1 incelendiginde 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) ve 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen
+ Ulusal Dil) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda istatistiksel olarak farkliliklar oldugu
goriilmektedir. Puan ortalamalarindan hareketle her iki istatistiksel farkliigin 4. Grup lehine oldugu
anlagilmaktadir. BSMMATO04 sinavinda 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) arasinda
istatistiksel olarak farklilik oldugu gériilmektedir. Puan ortalamalarindan hareketle istatistiksel farkliligin 4.
Grup lehine oldugu anlagilmaktadir. BSMMATO5 smavinin puanlari incelendiginde ise 4. Grup (2. Nesil
Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) arasinda istatistiksel olarak farklilik oldugu gériilmektedir.
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Katar’da yapilan uygulamadaki katilimcilarin yerli-gé¢men kategorisine gore katilimci sayilari, matematik basari
puanlar1, bu puanlarin standart sapma degerleri ile ANOVA sonuglari
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Table 3’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 9. Katar’daki katilimeilara ait betimleyici istatistiksel bilgiler

Sinav Kategori n Ortalama SS F p Fark
1 Yerli 1552 394,918 77,936 2-1, 2-
2 1. Nesil Gé¢men + Ulusal Dil 1141 486,112 86,783 4, 2-5,
BSMMATO1 3 1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkh Dil 710 494278 87,458 277,564 ,000 313%
4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 521 459,026 83,708 4-1, 5
5 2. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkh Dil 308 467,730 87,353 1
1 Yerli 1552 396,289 78,858 2-1, 2-
2 1. Nesil Gé¢men + Ulusal Dil 1141 488,079 88,664 4, 2-5,
BSMMAT02 31 Nesil Gogmen + FarkiiDil 710 496,139 89,851 _ 267,530 000 %
4 2.Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 521 457,627 84,568 4-1, 5-
5 2. Nesil Go¢men + Farkhi Dil 308 464,347 90,429 1
1 Yerli 1552 396,399 79,203 2-1, 2-
2 1. Nesil Gé¢men + Ulusal Dil 1141 487,583 87,757 4, 2-5,
BSMMATO3 3 1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkh Dil 710 497,061 89,705 267,498 ,000 2132
4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 521 457,896 85,353 41, 5
5 2. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil 308 464,844 91,759 1
1 Yerli 1552 393,933 78,249 2-1, 2-
2 1. Nesil Gé¢men + Ulusal Dil 1141 487,668 86,386 4, 2-5,
BSMMAT04 3 1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil 710 495,283 90,217 279,984 000 213%
4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 521 454,944 85,119 4-1, 5
5 2. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil 308 464,420 94,574 1
1 Yerli 1552 396,223 77,961 2-1, 2-
2 1.Nesil Gégmen + Ulusal Dil 1141 487,494 87,696 4, 2-5,
BSMMATO05 3 1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkh Dil 710 497,086 87,235 274,487 ,000 2132
4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 521 457,033 85,566 4-1, 5
5 2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 308 467,210 91,433 1
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Table 3 incelendiginde BSMMATO01 smav sonuglarinda 2. Grup (1. Nesil Gé¢men + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup
(Yerli), 4. Grup (2. Nesil Go¢gmen + Ulusal Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda ortalama
puanlardan hareketle 2. Grup lehine istatistiksel olarak farklilik oldugu goriilmektedir. Ayrica 3. Grup (1. Nesil
Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli), 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen + Ulusal Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen +
Farkli Dil) arasinda ortalama puanlardan hareketle 3. Grup lehine istatistiksel olarak farklilik oldugu
anlasilmaktadir. Bununla birlikte 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) arasinda 4. Grup
lehine, 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) arasinda 5. Grup lehine istatistiksel olarak
farklilik tespit edilmistir. BSMMATO02 smav sonuglarinda 2. Grup (1. Nesil Gé¢men + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup
(Yerli), 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil G6¢men + Farkli Dil) arasinda ortalama
puanlardan hareketle 2. Grup lehine istatistiksel olarak farklilik oldugu goriilmektedir. Ayrica 3. Grup (1. Nesil
Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli), 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen +
Farkli Dil) arasinda ortalama puanlardan hareketle 3. Grup lehine istatistiksel olarak farklilik oldugu
anlagilmaktadir. Bu duruma ek olarak 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) arasinda 4.
Grup lehine, 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) arasinda 5. Grup lehine istatistiksel
olarak farklilik tespit edilmistir. BSMMATO3 sinav sonuglarinda 2. Grup (1. Nesil Gé¢men + Ulusal Dil) ile 1.
Grup (Yerli), 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢men + Ulusal Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil) arasinda
ortalama puanlardan hareketle 2. Grup lehine istatistiksel olarak farklilik oldugu goriilmektedir. Ayrica 3. Grup
(1. Nesil Go¢gmen + Farkli Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli), 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢gmen + Ulusal Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil
Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda ortalama puanlardan hareketle 3. Grup lehine istatistiksel olarak farklilik oldugu
anlasilmaktadir. Bunun yani sira 4. Grup (2. Nesil Go¢men + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) arasinda 4. Grup
lehine, 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) arasinda 5. Grup lehine istatistiksel olarak
farklilik tespit edilmistir. BSMMATO04 smav sonuglarinda 2. Grup (1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup
(Yerli), 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢gmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda ortalama
puanlardan hareketle 2. Grup lehine istatistiksel olarak farklilik oldugu gériilmektedir. Ayrica 3. Grup (1. Nesil
Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli), 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen + Ulusal Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢gmen +
Farkli Dil) arasinda ortalama puanlardan hareketle 3. Grup lehine istatistiksel olarak farklilik oldugu
anlasilmaktadir. EK olarak 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) arasinda 4. Grup lehine, 5.
Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) arasinda 5. Grup lehine istatistiksel olarak farklilik tespit
edilmistir. BSMMATO5 sinav sonuglarinda 2. Grup (1. Nesil Gé¢men + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli), 4. Grup
(2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda ortalama puanlardan
hareketle 2. Grup lehine istatistiksel olarak farklilik oldugu goriilmektedir. Ayrica 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gogmen +
Farkl1 Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli), 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen + Farkli Dil)
arasinda ortalama puanlardan hareketle 3. Grup lehine istatistiksel olarak farklilik oldugu anlagilmaktadir.
Bununla birlikte 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢men + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) arasinda 4. Grup lehine, 5. Grup (2.
Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) arasinda 5. Grup lehine istatistiksel olarak farklilik tespit
edilmistir.

Tiirkiye’de yapilan uygulamadaki katilimcilarin yerli-gé¢men kategorisine gére katilimci sayilari, matematik
basar1 puanlari, bu puanlarin standart sapma degerleri ile ANOVA sonuglar1 Table 4’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 10. Tirkiye’deki katilimcilara ait betimleyici istatistik bilgiler

Sinav Kategori n Ortalama SS F p Fark
1 Yerli 4300 492,179 104,809
2 1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 62 461,507 100,322
BSMMATO01 3 1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil 39 415,704 122,837 10,379 ,000 4112 4_15_5’
4 2. Nesil Gégmen + Ulusal Dil 75 505,950 131,754
5 2. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil 17 392,800 116,264
1 Yerli 4300 493,401 104,441
2 1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 62 468,145 95,856
BSMMATO02 3 1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil ~ 39 409,412 127,737 13,242,000 i:g: 4_15'5’
4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 75 516,868 132,353
5 2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 17 375,540 139,662
1 Yerli 4300 492,988 105,629
2 1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 62 467,886 101,310
BSMMATO3 3 1. Nesil Gogmen+ FarkiDil_ 30 401819 132684 13048 000 ;o °%
4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 75 505,671 136,510
5 2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 17 378,011 122,056
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1 Yerli 4300 490,693 107,291

2 1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 62 468,505 97,428 13 1.5,
BSMMATO04 3 1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil ~ 39 415483 122,720 11257 ,000  4-3, 4-5,

4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 75 511,983 135,487 2-5

5 2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 17 371,047 105,539

1 Yerli 4300 491,693 105,748

2 1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 62 471,166 89,897 13 1.5,
BSMMATO05 3 1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil ~ 39 409,071 123744 12,703 ,000  4-3, 4-5,

4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 75 518,705 121,228 2-3,2-5

5 2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkhi Dil 17 375,776 113,938

Table 4 incelendiginde BSMMATOL siav sonuglarina gére 1. Grup (Yerli) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gogmen +
Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil) arasinda 1. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik oldugu
goriilmektedir. Bu duruma ek olarak 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gé¢gmen +
Farkl1 Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil G6¢men + Farkli Dil) arasinda 4. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik belirlenmistir.
BSMMATO2 smav sonuglarina gore 1. Grup (Yerli) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gé¢gmen + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2.
Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 1. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik oldugu goriilmektedir. Bunun yani sira
4. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen
+ Farkl Dil) arasinda 4. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik belirlenmigtir. BSMMATO3 sinav sonuglarina gore 1.
Grup (Yerli) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢gmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 1.
Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik oldugu goriilmektedir. Ek olarak 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢gmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 3.
Grup (1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 4. Grup lehine
istatistiksel farklilik belirlenmistir. BSMMATO04 sinav sonuglarina gore 1. Grup (Yerli) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil
Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 1. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik
oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu duruma ek olarak 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil
Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 4. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik
belirlenmistir. Ayrica 2. Grup (1. Nesil Go¢men + Ulusal Dil) ile 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen + Farkli Dil)
arasinda 2. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik tespit edilmistir. BSMMATO5 sinav sonuglarina gore 1. Grup
(Yerli) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gégmen + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢gmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 1. Grup
lehine istatistiksel farklilik oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu duruma ek olarak 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen + Ulusal Dil)
ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢gmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 4. Grup lehine
istatistiksel farklilik belirlenmistir. Ayrica 2. Grup (1. Nesil Gégmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil G6¢men
+ Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 2. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik
belirlenmistir.

Singapur’da yapilan uygulamadaki katilimcilarin yerli-gogmen Kategorisine gore katilimer sayilari,
matematik basari1 puanlari, bu puanlarin standart sapma degerleri ile ANOVA sonuglar1 Table 5’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 11. Singapur’daki katilimcilara ait betimleyici istatistik bilgiler

Sinav Kategori n Ortalama SS F p Fark
1 Yerli 2868 601,267 89,750
2 1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 475 632,235 73,524 2-1, 2-5
BSMMATO01 3 1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 424 634,100 77,224 30,029 ,000 3-1, 3-5,
4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 1117 622,599 79,475 4-1,4-5
5 2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 480 605,580 89,459
1 Yerli 2868 602,065 91,359
2 1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil ~ 475 633,083 73,146 21, 25
BSMMATO02 3 1. Nesil Gégmen + Farkli Dil 424 634,587 77,414 30,172 ,000  3-1, 3-5,
4 2.Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 1117 624,819 82,757 4-1,4-5
5 2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil ~ 480 606,052 88,556
1 Yerli 2868 602,111 91,743
2 1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil ~ 475 633,239 73,139 21, 25
BSMMATO03 3 1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 424 637,771 78,801 34,196 ,000  3-1, 3-5,
4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 1117 627,527 83,355 4-1,4-5
5 2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 480 607,370 90,025
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1 Yerli 2868 601,071 92,711
2 1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 475 635,433 71,996 21, 25
BSMMATO04 3 1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 424 636,573 83,046 35663 ,000  3-1, 3-5,
4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 1117 626,394 83,163 4-1,4-5
5 2. Nesil G6¢men + Farkli Dil 480 605,565 90,445
1 Yerli 2868 602,415 91,678
2 1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 475 634,963 74,707 21 25
BSMMATO05 3 1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 424 634,049 78,429 30,380 ,000  3-1, 3-5,
4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 1117 624,865 82,882 4-1,4-5
5 2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil ~ 480 605,170 88,630

Table 5 incelendiginde BSMMATO1 sinav sonuglarindan 2. Grup (1. Nesil Gé¢men + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup
(Yerli) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 2. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik oldugu
anlasilmaktadir. Bu duruma ek olarak 3. Grup (1. Nesil G6¢men + Farkli Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) ve 5. Grup (2.
Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 3. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik belirlenmistir. Ayrica 4. Grup (2. Nesil
Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 4. Grup lehine
istatistiksel farklilik tespit edilmistir. BSMMATO2 sinav sonuglarindan 2. Grup (1. Nesil Gé¢gmen + Ulusal Dil)
ile 1. Grup (Yerli) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 2. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik oldugu
anlagilmaktadir. Bu durumun yani sira 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) ve 5. Grup (2.
Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 3. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik belirlenmistir. Ek olarak 4. Grup (2.
Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢gmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 4. Grup
lehine istatistiksel farklilik tespit edilmisti. BSMMATO03 smav sonuglarindan 2. Grup (1. Nesil Gogmen +
Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil G6¢men + Farkli Dil) arasinda 2. Grup lehine istatistiksel
farklilik oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Ote yandan 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) ve 5.
Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 3. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik belirlenmistir. Bu durumun
haricinde 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkl1 Dil)
arasinda 4. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik tespit edilmistir. BSMMATO04 sinav sonuglarindan 2. Grup (1. Nesil
Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 2. Grup lehine
istatistiksel farklilik oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Bu duruma ek olarak 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gégmen + Farkl Dil) ile 1.
Grup (Yerli) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 3. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik
belirlenmistir. Ayrica 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen +
Farkli Dil) arasinda 4. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik tespit edilmistir. BSMMATO5 sinav sonuglarindan 2.
Grup (1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil) arasinda 2.
Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Bu durumun yani sira 3. Grup (1. Nesil Go¢gmen +
Farkli Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil G6¢men + Farkli Dil) arasinda 3. Grup lehine istatistiksel
farklilik belirlenmistir. Ayrica 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 1. Grup (Yerli) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil
Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 4. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik tespit edilmistir.

ABD’de yapilan uygulamadaki katilimcilarin yerli-go¢men Kkategorisine gore katilimer sayilari, matematik
basar1 puanlari, bu puanlarin standart sapma degerleri ile ANOVA sonuglar1 Table 6’da sunulmustur.

Tablo 12. ABD’deki katilimcilara ait betimleyici istatistik bilgiler

Sinav Kategori n Ortalama SS F p Fark
1 Yerli 5628 525451 90,668
2 1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 308 521,743 108,631
BSMMATOL 3 1. Nesil Gogmen+ FarkiiDil_ 232 503,768 108682 6,646 000 ;o ,°%
4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 1692 520,020 99,942
5 2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 511 512,040 94,892
1 Yerli 5628 526449 91601
2 1 Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 308 522538 109,263
BSMMAT02 31 Nesil Gogmen+ FarkiDil_ 232 500088 111520 7784 000 ;o b
4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 1692 531,132 101,344
5 2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 511 513,635 96,517
1 Yerli 5628 526406 92,503 13, 15
BSMMAT03 : : 7647 000 » 15
2 1 Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 308 523,985 108,931 4-3,4-5
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3 1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil 232 500,548 114,218

4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 1692 531,050 100,580

5 2. Nesil Go¢men + Farkli Dil 511 513,113 94,354

1 Yerli 5628 526,473 92,793

2 1. Nesil Gé¢men + Ulusal Dil 308 528,172 109,975 13 1.5,
BSMMATO04 3 1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 232 500,214 116,101 8,469 ,000  2-3, 4-3,

4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 1692 531,543 100,598 4-5

5 2. Nesil Go¢men + Farkli Dil 511 511,755 97,181

1 Yerli 5628 527,302 91,595

2 1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 308 524,563 108,203 13, 1.5,
BSMMATO05 3 1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil ~ 232 496,027 115,734 9,799 ,000  2-3, 4-3,

4 2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil 1692 532,202 100,196 4-5

5 2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil 511 514,159 93,794

Table 6 incelendiginde BSMMATOL smav sonuglarindan 1. Grup (Yerli) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gogmen +
Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 1. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik oldugu
anlasilmaktadir. Bu duruma ek olarak 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gégmen +
Farkl1 Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil G6¢men + Farkli Dil) arasinda 4. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik belirlenmistir.
BSMMATO2 sinav sonuglarindan 1. Grup (Yerli) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil
Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 1. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Bu durumun yani sira
4. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil G6¢men + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen
+ Farkli Dil) arasinda 4. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik tespit edilmistir. BSMMATO3 sinav sonuglarindan 1.
Grup (Yerli) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢gmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 1.
Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik oldugu anlasiimaktadir. Ote yandan 4. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile
3. Grup (1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 4. Grup lehine
istatistiksel farklilik belirlenmistir. BSMMATO04 smav sonuglarindan 1. Grup (Yerli) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil
Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢gmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 1. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik
oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Bu duruma ek olarak 2. Grup (1. Nesil Gé¢gmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil
Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 2. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik belirlenmistir. Ayrica 4. Grup (2. Nesil
Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gégmen + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil G6¢men + Farkli Dil)
arasinda 4. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik tespit edilmistir. BSMMATO5 sinav sonuglarindan 1. Grup (Yerli)
ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gé¢men + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gégmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 1. Grup lehine
istatistiksel farklilik oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Bu duruma ek olarak 2. Grup (1. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 3.
Grup (1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) arasinda 2. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik belirlenmistir. Ayrica 4. Grup
(2. Nesil Gogmen + Ulusal Dil) ile 3. Grup (1. Nesil Gogmen + Farkli Dil) ve 5. Grup (2. Nesil Gé¢gmen + Farkli
Dil) arasinda 4. Grup lehine istatistiksel farklilik tespit edilmistir.

4. Tartisma ve Sonug

Arastirmada Ingiltere’deki bulgular incelendiginde Ingiltere’de dogan fakat velilerinden en az birinin yurt
disinda dogdugu ve ingiltere’nin ulusal dilini kullanan &grencilerin TIMSS 2019 matematik basari puanlarmin
Ingiltere’nin yerli &grencilerine gore daha basarili olduklar1 gdzlenmistir. Gégmen gruplarinda dgrencilerin
Ingiltere’nin ulusal dilini kullanmalariyla gd¢menligin vermis oldugu dezavantajli durumu ortadan kaldirdig
diistiniilebilir. Katar’da bulunan fakat yurt disinda dogan 6grencilerin iilkenin ulusal dilini kullansin ya da
kullanmasin ilkede bulunun diger 6grencilere kiyasla matematikte daha basarili olmuslardir. Katarin yerli
Ogrencileri diger tiim go¢men gruplar arasinda daha diisiik matematik puanina sahip oldugu gériilmistiir. Bu
sonug iilkenin gégmen profili hakkinda ipucu saglamaktadir. Ulkeye gégmen olarak gelen veli potansiyelinin
egitim durumunun, maddi olanaklarinin, egitime verdigi énemin daha yiiksek oldugu diisiiniilebilir. Ayrica
Gogmenlerin yasadiklar1 iilkede o iilkenin yerlilerine oranla bir nevi hayatta kalma miicadelesi vermeleri,
kendilerini basarili olmaktan baska segenekleri olmadigini disiinmek gibi psikolojik etkilerde basarili
olmalarinda bir etken olabilir. Yerli 6grencilerin ise diger tim gruplara kiyasla matematik basarisinda geri
kalmasi tilkenin mevcut egitim politikalar1 agisindan diisiiniilmesi gereken bir durumdur. Tiirkiye’de bulunan
gerek {ilke iginde dogan (velilerinden en az biri yurt disinda dogan) gerekse iilke disinda dogan 6grencilerden
tilkenin ulusal dilini kullanmayanlarin matematik basarisinin diger tiim gruplara gore diigiik oldugu goriilmiistiir.
Ulkenin ulusal dili olan Tiirkgeyi kullanan gégmen &grencilerin farkli dil kullanan gégmen dgrencilere kiyasla
bulunduklar1 dezavantajli durumu kendi lehine g¢evirdikleri sdylenebilir. Singapur’da yerli grup 6grencilerle
kendisi iilkede dogan en az bir velisi iilke diginda dogan ve Singapur’un ulusal dilini kullanmayan 6grenciler
diger ti¢ gruba kiyasla matematik basarilarinin daha diisiik oldugu goriilmistiir. Kategoriler incelendiginde ulusal
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dilin kullanilip kullamilmamas: matematik basarisimi anlamlh 6lgiide etkilemedigi gbézlenmistir. ABD’de yerli
ogrenciler ulusal dili kullanmayan diger tim gogmen 6grencilere kiyasla matematikte daha basarili olmuslardir.
Gogmen o6grencileri kendi arasinda karsilagtirdigimizda, kendisi tilkede dogan ve en az bir velisi iilke disinda
dogan ve ulusal dil kullanan 6grenciler farkli dil kullanan diger gogmen 6grencilere gore matematikte daha
basarili olduklar1 goriilmiistiir. O iilkede dogmayan gégmen Ogrencilerden iilkenin ulusal dilini kullananlarin
farkl1 dil kullanan égrencilere gore daha basarili olmuslardir. Ulkede ulusal dil disinda farkli bir dil kullanimi
tiim gruplarda dezavantajli durum ortaya ¢ikarmustir. Ulkenin ulusal dilinin disinda farkli bir dil kullanimi ABD,
Ingiltere ve Tiirkiye’de dezavantajli bir durum sergilerken diger iilkelerde dezavantajli bir durum gostermemistir.
ABD ve ingiltere’deki gdgmen oOgrencilerin dil farkliigindan dogan diisiik basarilar1 Schnepf (2006)
calismasiyla benzer sonuglar gostermektedir. Yerli-gégmen kategorileri karsilastirildiginda gog statiisiiniin Katar,
Singapur ve ingiltere’de dezavantajli konumda olmadig gériilmiistiir. ABD’de yerli dgrenciler gibi gdgmen
ogrencilerin ulusal dili kullanimi dezavantajli konumu ortadan kaldirdigi sdylenebilir. Singapur’da yerli
ogrencilerin basaris1 daha diisiik oldugu gézlenmekle beraber gogmen kategorileri arasinda gogmen statiisiiniin
dezavantajli konumu degismektedir. Tiirkiye’de go¢ statsiiniin dezavantajli durum ortaya ¢ikardig:
soylenememekte ve gogmenlik kategorilerine gore bu durumun farklilagtign goriilmektedir. Tiirkiye’de dilden
bagimsiz en dezavantajli grubu iilke disinda dogan gogmen Ogrenciler olustururken Singapur’da ise bu
gogmenlerin en avantajli grubu olusturdugu goérilmistiir. Singapur’daki yerli 6grencilerin, lilkede dogan ve
farkli dil kullanan gégmen dgrenciler diginda tiim gruplara gore basar1 puanlariin diisiik olmasi bu iki iilkenin
gocmen profili hakkinda ipucglar1 vermektedir. Benzer sekilde, yapilan g¢alismalar ailenin sosyoekonomik
durumu, anne-baba egitim durumu gibi faktorlerin egitim basarisini yiikselttigini gostermektedir (Canakgr ve
Ozdemir, 2015; Yenilmez ve Duman, 2008). Go¢menlerin egitiminin dezavantajli oldugu iilkelerde ailenin isci
smifini olusturdugu séylenebilir. O iilkelerin gogmen profilleri hakkinda yorum yapilabilir.
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5. Oneriler

Yapilan bu ¢alismada TIMSS 2019 matematik basari puanlarina gore segilen bes iilkenin yerli-ggmen
Ogrencilerinin basarilarinin karsilastirilmasi amaglanmustir. Bu karsilastirma sonucunda elde edilen sonuglarin 0
iilkelerin egitim yoneticilerine, uygulayicilarina 151k tutacag: diigiilmektedir.

Yerli 6grencilerin matematik basarilarinin gégmen Ogrencilere gore daha diisiik olmasmin nedenleri o
tilkelerin egitim yoneticileri tarafindan arastirilip, mevcut sistem degistirilebilir.

Ulkede ulusal dil disinda bagka dil konusulmasinin 6grencilerin akademik basarisini diisiirdiigii gdzlemlenen
tilkelerde dil egitimlerine 6nem verilip, mevcut ¢aligmalarin eksik yonleri gozden gegirilebilir.

Gogmen 6grencilerin yerli 6grencilerden daha ¢ok akademik ve sosyal yasamda hem 6gretmenlerinden hem
akranlarindan ilgiye ihtiya¢ duyarlar. Bu o6grencilerin ihtiyaglari, egitim sorunlari, basarisizlik sebepleri
aragtirtlabilir. Bu sayede iilkede yetismis egitimli birey sayisi artarak ekonomik ve sosyal anlamda gelisim
saglanabilir.

Bu arastirma bes iilkeyle smirlandirlmistir. Ulke sayis1 artirilarak daha genis karsilastirmalar yapilabilir.
Arastirmaya gogmen Ogrencilerin 0 tilkede kalma siireleri ile ilgili sorular, ebeveynlerin egitim durumlar gibi
sorular da eklenerek calisma genisletilebilir.

Farkli yillarda yapilan uluslararasi sinavlar incelenerek gogmen ve yerli dgrenci karsilagtirilmasinda
tilkelerin gogmen dgrenci bagarilarindaki degisim incelenebilir.
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