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DIALOGIC TEACHING IN EARLY
CHILDHOOD: LANGUAGE, INTERACTION,
AND LEARNING PROCESSES

Pelin YILDIRIM!?

1. INTRODUCTION

Early childhood is widely recognized as a critical
developmental period during which the foundations of cognitive,
linguistic, social, and emotional development are established
(Ministry of National Education [MoNE], 2013; Tunceli &
Zembat, 2017). Learning experiences acquired during this period
shape not only short-term academic outcomes but also
individuals’ lifelong learning dispositions and thinking skills. In
particular, the pedagogical approaches employed in early
childhood education settings play a decisive role in fostering
children’s active engagement in learning processes and in shaping
the ways they make sense of the world (Weisberg et al., 2016;
Yeterge et al., 2020; Zosh et al., 2017).

Language is considered one of the central components of
early childhood education; it is viewed as a fundamental tool that
structures children’s interactions with their environment, their
modes of expression, and their cognitive processes (Hoff, 2021;
Rowe & Snow, 2020). It is widely acknowledged that, in
children’s learning processes, language functions not only as a
means of communication but also as a psychological tool that
supports thinking and meaning-making (Daniels, 2016; Mercer &
Howe, 2012; Vygotsky & Cole, 1978). In this context, the
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importance of interaction-based instructional approaches in early
childhood education has increasingly come to the forefront.

In educational settings predominantly shaped by
traditional teaching approaches based on knowledge
transmission, children are often unable to participate sufficiently
in classroom discourse processes, and learning experiences are
largely conducted through teacher-centered interaction patterns
(Alexander, 2020; Howe & Abedin, 2013; Mercer & Dawes,
2014). This situation highlights the need for new pedagogical
approaches aimed at enhancing the quality of interaction in early
childhood education. With its theoretical foundation that
conceptualizes learning as structured through social and cultural
interaction processes, dialogic teaching emerges as one of the
significant pedagogical frameworks capable of addressing this
need (Alexander, 2008a, 2020; Kim & Wilkinson, 2019).

Theoretical and empirical studies on dialogic teaching in
early childhood education indicate that the quality of classroom
interaction can have significant effects on children’s language
development, thinking skills, and levels of academic engagement
(Alexander, 2020; Kim & Wilkinson, 2019; Mercer & Howe,
2012; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
[OECD], 2021). Nevertheless, it is reported that dialogic
discourse-based instructional strategies have not been sufficiently
widespread in practice, and that monologic talk patterns continue
to dominate in many educational settings (Ates et al., 2016;
Lefstein & Snell, 2011; Saglam et al., 2026). In this regard, it is
considered important to comprehensively examine the theoretical
foundations, core characteristics, and instructional roles of
dialogic teaching practices in early childhood education.

In this chapter, the theoretical framework of dialogic
teaching is presented within the context of language, interaction,
and learning processes; furthermore, the significance,
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fundamental principles, and areas of implementation of dialogic
teaching in early childhood education are systematically
discussed in light of the existing literature.

2. THE DIALOGIC NATURE OF LANGUAGE,
LEARNING, AND EDUCATION

The central role of language in learning processes has long
been emphasized in educational sciences. Language is not merely
a tool that enables the transmission of information in teaching and
learning processes; it is a constitutive element of thinking,
meaning-making, and cognitive development (Kim & Wilkinson,
2019). Human beings comprehend the world through language;
they make sense of their experiences through language and
construct knowledge through it as well. In this respect, language
does not assume solely a communicative function; it also carries
epistemological and ontological dimensions (Calcagni & Lago,
2018).

The idea that language constitutes the primary tool for
learning was systematically addressed in pedagogical literature
particularly following the Anglo-American conference held in
1966, known as the Dartmouth Seminar. During this seminar, it
was argued that language should not be regarded as a passive
medium of transmission in education but rather as a constitutive
component of learning; the pedagogical value of classroom talk
was explicitly highlighted (Kim & Wilkinson, 2019).
Consequently, the limitations of monologic instruction in
teaching processes began to be questioned, and a theoretical
foundation was established for dialogic approaches in which
meaning is jointly constructed through interaction.

Language is not merely a channel through which
individuals convey their thoughts to others; it is a structural tool
that makes thinking itself possible. As Freire (2023) states, human
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beings are, by nature, curious and questioning entities who strive
to make sense of the world. However, this process of meaning-
making is not an activity carried out in isolation within the
individual; rather, it is a social process shaped through linguistic
interaction with others. Therefore, learning should not be
considered solely as an individual cognitive activity but as a
dialogic process formed through social interaction.

3. THE PHILOSOPHICAL AND SOCIAL
FOUNDATIONS OF DIALOGUE

The concept of dialogue should be considered not merely
as a pedagogical method but as a fundamental mode of relating to
the world and to others. Paulo Freire defines dialogue as an
existential necessity and positions it as the process through which
individuals collectively make sense of the world (Freire, 2023).
According to Freire, dialogue is realized through the “word,” in
which reflection and action are integrated. Action detached from
reflection becomes blind, whereas reflection detached from
action becomes abstract. For this reason, dialogue constitutes
both a cognitive and a transformative practice.

Durkheim (2020) conceptualizes language as a decisive
social factor in the formation of thought and argues that individual
thinking cannot develop independently of its social context.
Similarly, Habermas’s (2001) theory of communicative action
asserts that individuals coordinate their actions through the
linguistic  relationships  they  establish ~ with  others.
Communicative action is not merely the transmission of
information; rather, it is a process through which mutual
understanding, consensus, and shared meaning are produced.

Within this theoretical framework, dialogue is not a
simple conversational practice between individuals; it is a form
of social interaction shaped by the principles of freedom, equality,
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and social justice (Margulies, 2023). Dialogue enables
individuals to establish connections between their own
experiences and those of others, to critically evaluate these
experiences, and to generate new meanings (Murphy, 2018).
Thus, learning ceases to be a one-directional process based on
knowledge transmission and instead becomes a practice of
thinking together and co-constructing shared meaning.

4. THE CONCEPT OF DIALOGIC TEACHING
AND ITS THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

The role of interaction in learning processes is recognized
as a significant area of study in educational research (Alexander,
2020; Kim & Wilkinson, 2019). Interaction within the classroom
refers to the continuous process of dialogue between teachers and
students as well as among students themselves (Sybing, 2023).
Unlike traditional didactic teaching approaches, dialogic
interaction transforms the teacher’s authority-centered role as a
transmitter of knowledge and supports the active inclusion of
students’ voices in the learning process. This approach provides
a pedagogical framework that promotes students’ active
participation and the collective construction of knowledge (Tong
& Ding, 2025).

In order to support children’s oral language development,
teachers need to create sufficient time and learning space for
students to express their thoughts. Discussion-based instructional
environments contribute to students’ use of oral language not
merely as a tool for communication but also as a means of
meaning-making and the development of ideas (Benedict-
Chambers et al., 2017). In this context, teachers should go beyond
merely allocating time for discussion; they should support
students in sharing their ideas, responding to one another’s
perspectives, and extending their views in systematic, reasoned,
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and original ways (Colley & Windschitl, 2016). Such structured
and focused discussion processes are referred to as dialogic
teaching (Alexander, 2008b).

The dialogic teaching approach is grounded in a
theoretical framework that centers on the socially interactive
nature of learning. It draws largely on Vygotsky’s sociocultural
theory of learning and Bakhtin’s philosophy of dialogism
(Mortimer & Scott, 2003; Wells, 1999). This theoretical
perspective assumes that language occupies a central position in
the learning process and that knowledge is co-constructed
through social interactions (Wegerif, 2011). Accordingly,
classroom discourse and social interaction processes are regarded
as fundamental components of learning (Kim & Wilkinson,
2019).

Vygotsky (1986) argues that learning and cognitive
development occur through individuals’ interactions with their
social environment. Within this framework, language is regarded
not only as a communicative tool but also as a psychological tool
that supports cognitive development. Linguistic experiences
acquired through social interactions are gradually internalized
over time, contributing to the regulation of individuals’ thinking
processes. In contrast, Bakhtin (1981) conceptualizes language as
a multi-voiced structure associated with historical, cultural, and
ideological contexts. According to this perspective, every
utterance is connected to previous discourses and creates the
conditions for the emergence of new meanings. Meaning-making
Is continuously reconstructed within interactional discourse
practices rather than being confined to individual consciousness.
When these theoretical perspectives are considered together, it
becomes evident that the dialogic teaching approach is grounded
in a social and cultural learning-based philosophical foundation.
Thus, language is positioned not merely as a communication tool
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but as a fundamental pedagogical element that structures learning
and meaning-construction processes.

Alexander (2008b) developed the concept of dialogic
teaching on the basis of empirical field research. Between 1994
and 1998, comparative classroom observations were conducted in
England, France, India, Russia, and the United States, involving
the analysis of video and audio recordings as well as interviews
with teachers and stakeholders. The research findings indicated
that classroom talk patterns may exhibit similarities across
different educational systems; however, the quality of discourse
varies across schools and countries.

Dialogic teaching is defined as a general instructional
approach that harnesses the pedagogical power of talk in order to
enhance students’ thinking, learning, and understanding
(Alexander, 2008b). Mercer and colleagues (2009) conceptualize
dialogic teaching as a set of talk-based pedagogical practices
supported by specific strategies. Reznitskaya and Gregory (2013)
define dialogic teaching as a pedagogical approach that enables
students’ participation in the collaborative construction of
meaning and emphasizes shared control over classroom
discourse.

Sedova and colleagues (2014) describe dialogic teaching
as a communication-based instructional method that supports
student participation, deepens thinking, and enriches conceptual
understanding. Lefstein and Snell (2013), in turn, define dialogic
teaching as a learning process in which teachers and students
critically question learning topics, express and listen to diverse
perspectives, and develop respectful and egalitarian classroom
relationships.

The primary aim of dialogic teaching is to create
communicative environments that support students’ higher-order
cognitive thinking skills. This approach encourages students’
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active participation in classroom learning processes, the
development of their learning autonomy, and their contribution to
meaning-construction processes (Kim & Wilkinson, 2019). In
this regard, dialogic teaching is not merely a process that supports
the acquisition of academic knowledge; it also provides a
pedagogical framework that enables students to question the
reality they inhabit through their own experiences, social
positions, and lived contexts (Sanchez & Athanases, 2023).

Lefstein (2006) emphasizes that dialogic teaching should
embody critical and meaningful discourse characteristics. Critical
dialogue refers to participants’ analysis of ideas and engagement
in collective inquiry processes, whereas meaningful dialogue
denotes the establishment of academic and personal connections
between teachers, students, and the topic under discussion. In this
respect, dialogic teaching is regarded as a learning approach that
supports democratic participation and the development of critical
consciousness.

According to Reznitskaya and colleagues (2009), in the
dialogic teaching process teachers should share responsibility for
discussion with students, pose open-ended and thought-
provoking questions, and provide feedback that supports inquiry-
based learning. Teachers’ careful listening to students’ emerging
ideas, engaging with those ideas, and employing extended talk
strategies that promote the development of thinking strengthen
the dialogic quality of classroom discourse (Mercer & Littleton,
2007).

5. THE CORE PRINCIPLES OF DIALOGIC
TEACHING

Based on empirical findings, Alexander (2008b)
transformed the dialogic teaching approach into a systematic
model and identified five core principles of this approach. The
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classroom observations he conducted over four years in primary
schools in England, France, India, Russia, and the United States
were supported by interviews with teachers, students, and other
stakeholders. This comprehensive research process constituted
the theoretical foundation of the dialogic teaching model,
encompassing instructional principles, linguistic repertoires, and
indicators of dialogicality (Alexander, 2008b; Khasanah et al.,
2025).

The core principles of dialogic teaching are defined as
collectivity, reciprocity, supportiveness, cumulativity, and
purposefulness. The principle of collectivity refers to ensuring the
participation of all students, or at least participation at the small-
group level, in the learning process. This principle requires the
teacher to organize classroom interactions in a way that addresses
all students and to foster a culture of shared participation within
the learning environment (Alexander, 2008b).

The principle of reciprocity encompasses interaction
processes in which teachers and students actively listen to one
another, share their ideas, and consider different perspectives.
The fundamental aim of this principle is to create a dialogic
communicative environment in classroom discourse interactions
that goes beyond response production and instead promotes the
discussion and development of ideas (Sedova et al., 2014).

The principle of supportiveness emphasizes the creation
of a safe learning environment in which students can freely
express their ideas, do not fear making mistakes, and actively
participate in the learning process. This approach seeks to enable
children to share their thoughts without anxiety about giving
incorrect answers and to contribute to the co-construction of
meaning.

The principle of cumulativity is based on structuring
learning upon prior knowledge and experiences. In this process,



Okul Oncesi Egitimi Alaminda Bilimsel Arastirmalar

teachers and students develop individual and collective ideas to
form coherent chains of thinking and inquiry. Alexander (2008b)
notes that the cumulative principle is one of the most challenging
principles to implement in practice. This is because the teacher
must be able to analyze the direction of classroom discourse in
real time, anticipate the intended learning outcomes of the
process, and guide children’s thinking toward those goals
(Sedova et al., 2014).

The final principle of dialogic teaching, purposefulness,
refers to planning the instructional process in alignment with
specific educational objectives. This principle requires that
dialogic interactions not take the form of incidental conversations
but be pedagogically structured in ways that support learning
outcomes. Teachers should organize the instructional process
within the framework of predetermined learning goals in order to
facilitate dialogic teaching effectively. Alexander (2008b)
emphasizes that the first three principles aim to establish a
collaborative classroom learning culture, whereas the last two
principles focus on structuring the cognitive and pedagogical
content of dialogic talk.

6. DIALOGIC TEACHING IN EARLY
CHILDHOOD

In early childhood, teacher—child interactions are regarded
as one of the fundamental building blocks of the instructional
process. Teachers are considered to have the potential to provide
children with new ways of making sense of the world, thinking,
and conceptualizing (Pianta et al., 2014). Daily classroom
interactions are viewed not only as a means of social
communication but also as a pedagogical process that supports
learning. For this reason, the quality of interaction in early
childhood education is recognized as one of the most critical

10
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indicators of effective instructional practices (Curby et al., 2009).
However, research findings indicate that many children do not
have sufficient access to developmentally supportive interaction
opportunities (LoCasale-Crouch et al., 2007).

It has been suggested that children’s interactions with
adults in preschool and kindergarten settings may generate
cumulative and progressive effects on academic development and
school achievement (Blair & Raver, 2012). In particular, the
quality of teacher—child interactions in early childhood has been
reported to predict social and academic outcomes in later grade
levels and to contribute positively to school adjustment processes
for children at developmental risk (Burchinal et al., 2008; Hamre
& Pianta, 2005). In this context, there is strong evidence that high-
quality teacher—child discourse interactions may exert positive
effects on children’s language development and literacy
competencies (Pianta et al., 2002).

Nevertheless, research on classroom interaction quality in
preschool education settings reveals certain limitations in
instructional practices. Large-scale studies have demonstrated
that teacher—student interactions in many early childhood
classrooms do not reach the expected level and that instructional
processes are frequently conducted through monologic discourse
sequences (Mashburn et al., 2008). In this communication model,
the teacher typically asks questions, receives brief responses from
students, and evaluates the given answers in terms of correctness
(Dickinson et al., 2008). This approach may constrain the
learning process and reduce opportunities for children to explain
and elaborate on their thinking.

A study conducted in Singapore with children aged 4-5
emphasized the need for more reciprocal dialogue-based
interaction patterns in early childhood education and highlighted
the importance of increasing children’s opportunities to

11
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participate in classroom discourse processes (Bautista et al.,
2018). Similarly, research on dialogic teaching in the preschool
period has focused on the cognitive depth of teacher questions
and the level of student participation (Bateman, 2013; Theobald
& Kultti, 2012). However, it has also been noted that in
classrooms with children aged 3-6, teacher—student dialogues
remain limited in both quantitative and qualitative terms.

According to Hannikdinen and Rasku-Puttonen (2010),
preschool teachers may focus more on enjoyable activities that
support children’s curiosity and motivation rather than on the
quality of classroom participation. This situation may lead to
limitations in opportunities for children to collectively discuss,
interpret, and develop their ideas (Garcia-Mila et al., 2021).
However, research demonstrates that dialogic classroom talk, in
which teachers pose open-ended questions and provide children
with opportunities to interpret and extend shared topics of
conversation, shows positive associations with children’s
learning and developmental processes (Howe & Abedin, 2013;
Mercer & Dawes, 2014; van der Veen & van Oers, 2017).

Language plays a central role not only as a cultural tool
that enables information sharing among community members but
also as a psychological tool that structures cognitive processes
(Vygotsky & Cole, 1978). Children internalize the linguistic and
cognitive skills they develop through social discourse practices
and transform them into individual mental functions. For this
reason, classroom dialogue is considered a pedagogical space that
can foster children’s critical thinking and rational argumentation
skills (Reznitskaya & Gregory, 2013). In early childhood
education, teachers’ use of open-ended questions and the creation
of interaction-based classroom environments that support
children’s active participation may enhance children’s
engagement with scientific concepts (Siry et al., 2016).

12
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A multinational study conducted in  Europe,
encompassing Finland, the Netherlands, Portugal, Poland, Italy,
Germany, and the United Kingdom, reported that dialogic
interactions among children aged three to six occurred more
intensively in learning environments that supported the
development of academic skills, particularly in science activities
(Slot et al., 2016).

7. CONCLUSION

The quality of educational processes in early childhood
plays a decisive role in the development of individuals’ lifelong
learning capacity. Learning environments established during this
period involve not only the acquisition of foundational academic
skills but also the support of children’s abilities to think, inquire,
communicate, and construct meaning. Language, as one of the
core developmental domains at the center of early childhood
education, is regarded as a crucial tool that enables children to
interact with their environment, express their experiences, and
structure their cognitive processes.

The dialogic teaching approach emerges as one of the
significant pedagogical perspectives emphasizing the social
nature of learning in early childhood education. Moving beyond
transmission-based instructional models, this approach supports
children’s active participation in the learning process, their ability
to express their ideas freely, and their contribution to meaning-
construction processes. Strengthening dialogic interactions in
early childhood classrooms is considered an important
pedagogical strategy that may contribute to the development of
children’s critical thinking, linguistic expression skills, and social
participation competencies.

Findings in the literature indicate that the quality of
teacher—child interactions in early childhood education settings

13
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may exert long-term effects on children’s language development
and academic achievement. However, in many educational
environments, dialogic discourse-based interactions have not yet
become widespread at the expected level, and instructional
practices continue to rely largely on monologic discourse
patterns. This situation highlights the necessity of restructuring
pedagogical practices in early childhood education in line with
interaction-based learning approaches.

In conclusion, the dissemination of the dialogic teaching
approach in early childhood education presents a significant
pedagogical opportunity to holistically support children’s
cognitive, linguistic, and social developmental domains. Future
research examining the effects of dialogic teaching practices
across different age groups and learning contexts through
experimental and longitudinal designs would provide substantial
contributions to the field.

14
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DUSUNMEYE ALAN ACMAK: OKUL ONCESI

DONEMDE P4C YAKLASIMI
Gul DALGAR!
Merve OZTURER?
1. GIRIS

Geleneksel egitimin merkezinde yillar boyunca bilgiyi
aktarma ve ezber odakli bir yaklagim yer almistir. Ancak son
yillarda, ¢ocuklarin  disiinsel kapasitelerini  gelistirmeyi
hedefleyen sorgulamaya dayali ve &grenci merkezli egitim
anlayislar1 giderek daha fazla Onem kazanmaktadir. Bu
anlayislardan biri de diisiinmeyi 6gretmeyi temel alan “Cocuklar
I¢in Felsefe” (Philosophy for Children — P4C) yaklagimidir. Bu
yaklagim, ¢ocuklarin erken yaslardan itibaren soru sormalarin,
akil ylriitmelerini, farkli goriisleri degerlendirmelerini ve
diisiincelerini gerekcelendirmelerini destekleyerek onlari aktif
diisinme  silireclerinin  bir  parcast  haline  getirmeyi
amaglamaktadir (Lipman, 2003; Fisher, 2013).

Cocuklar I¢in Felsefe, belirli filozoflarm diisiincelerini ya
da felsefe tarihini ¢ocuklara ezberletmeyi amagclayan bir etkinlik
degildir. Zihinsel gelisim diizeyine uygun felsefi uyaranlarin
kullanildig1 bu siiregte ¢ocuklar, yalnizca felsefeye iligskin bilgi
edinmekle kalmamakta; ayn1 zamanda dogrudan felsefi diisiinme
deneyimi yagamaktadirlar (Direk, 2019). Bu yoniiyle Cocuklar
Icin Felsefe yaklasimi, didaktik bir igerik aktarimmdan ¢ok,

Dr. Ogr. {iyesi, Burdur Mehmet Akif Ersoy Universitesi, Okul Oncesi egitimi
Anabilim Dali, ORCID:0000-0002-3980-9128.

Yiiksek lisans 6grencisi, Burdur Mehmet Akif Ersoy Universitesi, Okul Oncesi
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cocuklarin elestirel, yaratici, igbirlik¢i ve Ozenli diislinme
becerilerini sistemli bigcimde gelistirmeyi amaclayan bir diigiinme
egitimi olarak degerlendirilmektedir (Lipman, 2003; Direk,
2019). Nitekim c¢ocuklarin dogustan getirdikleri merak,
sorgulama egilimi ve anlam arayis1 da bu yaklasgimin temel
dayanaklarindan birini olusturmaktadir. Cocuklarin iyilik, adalet,
Ozgiirliik ve dogru gibi soyut kavramlara iligkin sorular sormalari,
onlarin birer “kiigiik filozof” olarak diisiliniilebilecegine isaret
etmektedir (Matthews, 1994).

Cagimizin ¢ocuklari, dijitallesmenin ve kiiresellesmenin
hizla gelistigi ve bu gelismelerle sekillenen bir diinyada
bliylimektedir. Bilgiye erisimin kolaylastig1 giiniimiizde, bilginin
pasif bir sekilde edinilmesi ve depolanmasindan ziyade, analiz
edilmesi, sorgulanmast  ve  anlamlandirilmasi  6nem
kazanmaktadir. Bu baglamda, kiiresel egitim politikalarina yon
veren Ekonomik Isbirligi ve Kalkmma Orgiitii ile Birlesmis
Milletler Egitim, Bilim ve Kiiltir Orgiitii gibi uluslararasi
kuruluslar, diisinme  becerilerinin  egitimin  merkezine
yerlestirilmesini onermekte ve miifredatlarin bu vizyonla yeniden
yapilandirilmas1 ¢agrisinda bulunmaktadir (OECD, 2018;
UNESCO, 2021). Bu ¢ergevede, ¢ocuklarin erken yaslardan
itibaren soru sorma, diisiinme, tartisma ve gerekg¢elendirme
becerilerini gelistirmeyi amaglayan Cocuklar i¢in Felsefe (P4C)
yaklagimi, ¢cagdas egitim anlayisi agisindan dnemli bir yaklagim
olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir.

P4C’nin egitimdeki etkileri yalnizca teorik duzeyde
kalmamakta, uygulama boyutunda da karsilik bulmaktadir. Son
yillarda Tiirkiye’de erken cocukluk egitimi alaninda yapilan
caligmalarda, P4C uygulamalarimin yayginlastigt ve bu
uygulamalardan olumlu geri bildirimler alindig1 goriilmektedir.
Alanyazin incelendiginde, Tiirkiye'de bu alana yonelik yiiriitiilen
projelerin ve lisansiistii tezlerin sayisinda 6zellikle son yillarda
hizli bir artis yasandig1 dikkat ¢ekmektedir (Degirmenci Toraman
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& Kilig, 2024). Ozellikle okul oncesi egitimde gorev yapan
ogretmenlerin ve 6gretmen adaylarinin bu yaklasima olan ilgileri
her gegen giin artmakta, bu ilgi ise P4C’ye dayali proje
uygulamalarinin yayginlasmasini ve sahada karsilik bulmasini
saglamaktadir (Lafci-Tor, 2023).

Bu béliimde, Cocuklar I¢in Felsefe (P4C) yaklagimi okul
Oncesi egitim baglaminda biitlinclil bir bakis agisiyla ele
alimmustir. Bu kapsamda 6ncelikle yaklasimin tarihsel gelisimi ve
kuramsal dayanaklar1 agiklanmis, ardindan okul 6ncesi donem
cocuklarinin biligsel, sosyal, duyussal ve ahlaki gelisimleriyle
olan iliskisi giincel alan yazin dogrultusunda degerlendirilmistir.
Son olarak, smif i¢i uygulamalar ve Ogretmen deneyimleri
tizerinden yaklagimin uygulanabilirligi tartisilmis; bu cercevede
alana yonelik ¢esitli Onerilere yer verilmistir.

2. P4C YAKLASIMININ TEORIK CERCEVESI

2.1. PAC'nin Tarihsel Gelisimi ve Kuramsal
Dayanaklan

2.1.1. P4C’nin Tarihsel Gelisimi

Cocuklar Igin Felsefe (P4C) yaklasimmnin temelleri,
1960’larin sonunda iiniversite 6grencilerindeki formel diisiinme
eksikligini fark ederek felsefe egitiminin erken yaglarda
baslamas1 gerektigini savunan Matthew Lipman tarafindan
atilmustir (Ozkan, 2020; Tas, 2017). Lipman, cocuklarin "Neden?'
sorusunu sormaya baglamasiyla birlikte felsefi gelisim siirecine
adim attiklarini savunmaktadir (Kokten, 2023; Lipman, Sharp ve
Oscanyan, 1980). Bu potansiyeli islemek ve ¢ocuklarin
muhakeme becerilerini gelistirmek amaciyla da 1969 yilinda
Harry Stottlemeier’in Kegfi adl1 ilk felsefi ¢ocuk kitabini kaleme
almistir (Ozkan, 2020).

Yaklasimin kuramsal bir fikirden pedagojik bir miifredata
evrilmesi ise Lipman ve Ann Margaret Sharp’in ortak
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calismalariyla gergeklesmistir (Tas, 2017). 1974’te Montclair
Eyalet Universitesi biinyesinde kurulan Cocuklar I¢in Felsefeyi
Gelistirme Enstitiisii (IAPC), programin sistematiklesip diinyaya
yayilmasinda kilit rol oynamistir (Karakaya, 2006). Bu siiregte
Sharp, kokleri John Dewey ve Charles S. Peirce’iin pragmatist
felsefesine dayanan "Sorusturma Toplulugu" (Community of
Inquiry) kavraminin teorik ve pratik insasina hayati katkilar
sunmustur (Kokten, 2023; Lipman ve Sharp, 1978).

P4C'nin gelisimindeki bir diger doniim noktasi, felsefeci
Gareth B. Matthews'un caligsmalaridir. Lipman siirece elestirel
diisinmeyi Ogreten bir egitimei  vizyonuyla yaklasirken;
Matthews cocuklarin dogustan gelen merakina odaklanmis, onlar1
yetigkinlerden farkli ama bir o kadar 6zgiin felsefi diisiinceler
iretebilen rasyonel bireyler olarak tanimlamistir (Cayir, 2015;
Matthews, 1980). Birbirini tamamlayan bu iki perspektif,
giiniimiiz ¢ocuklarla felsefe uygulamalarinin evrensel zeminini
olusturmustur.

2.1.2. P4C’nin Kuramsal Dayanaklar

P4C’nin temeli, felsefi diisiinme, sorgulama ve tartismay1
merkeze alan bir yonteme dayanmakla birlikte, yaklasim,
ilerlemeci egitim felsefeleri ve gelisim kuramlarindan da
beslenen ¢ok boyutlu bir yapiya sahiptir (Marashi, 2008; Tas,
2017). Bu yapmin en Onemli dayanaklarini John Dewey'in
pragmatist egitim felsefesi ve Charles S. Peirce'lin "sorgulama
toplulugu" (community of inquiry) kavrami olusturur (Matthews,
2000; Tag, 2017). Bilimsel aragtirma siirecinin sinif ortamina
model olmasi gerektigi fikrini Dewey’den alan Lipman; bu
sorgulayict 6grenme modeliyle c¢ocuklar1 edilgen bilgi
alicilarindan  ¢ikartp aktif bilgi Greticilerine ve problem
¢oziiclilere doniistiirmeyi hedeflemistir (Kokten, 2023).

Yaklasimin psikolojik temelleri incelendiginde ise
yapilandirmaci kuramlarin izleri agikg¢a goriiliir. Biligsel gelisim
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baglaminda P4C, ¢ocuklarin cevreleriyle etkilesime girerek
bilgiyi zihinlerinde aktif olarak yapilandirdiklarini savunan
Piaget'nin kuramiyla gii¢lii bir uyum gosterir (Boynueyri ve
Giiven, 2025). Sosyal yapilandirmacilik baglaminda ise Lev
Vygotsky’nin "yakinsal gelisim alam1" (ZPD) kavrami 6ne ¢ikar.
Cocuklar, sorusturma toplulugu icindeki sosyal etkilesim ve
akran diyaloglar sayesinde, tek baslarina edinemeyecekleri iist
diizey diisiinme becerilerini gelistirme imkan1 bulurlar (Lipman,
2003; Tas, 2017). Tum bu kuramsal dayanaklar, P4C’nin salt bir
diistinme egzersizi degil, biitlinciil pedagojik temellere sahip
cagdas bir egitim yaklagimi olarak degerlendirilmesini
desteklemektedir.

2.2. P4C'de Diisiinme Tiirleri: Diisiinmenin 4C’si
2.2.1. Ozenli Diigsiinme (Caring Thinking)

Felsefi sorgulamanin etik ve duygusal boyutunu olusturan
Ozenli diigiinme; empati, duyarlilik ve deger vermeyi merkeze
alir. Sharp (1995) bu kavrami mantiksal ¢ikarimlarin Gtesinde
duygusal zeka ve baskalarmin fikrine verilen kiymet olarak
nitelerken; Lipman (2003) duygu ve aklin ahlaki bir amagla
biitlinlestigi "degerlerle diisiinmek" eylemi olarak tanimlar. Salt
biligsel bir edim olmayan bu beceri; takdir edici, duygusal, aktif,
normatif ve empatik olmak {izere bes temel alt boyuttan olusur
(Lipman, 2003). P4C siirecinde ¢ocuklarin akranlarmna ve
tartisilan konulara kars1 saygili bir dil gelistirmesini saglayan bu
diistinme bi¢imi; bir arkadasinin duygusal durumunu fark etmeyi
ve adalet gibi soyut degerlere duyarli yaklagsmay1 temel ¢ikti
olarak sunar (Splitter ve Sharp, 1995). Nitekim bir ¢ocugun
tartisma esnasinda "Fikrine katilmiyorum ama saygr duyuyorum”
diyebilmesi, 0zenli diisiinmenin eyleme dokiilmiis en somut
gostergesidir. Ozellikle etik ve iyilik temali sorusturmalarda
belirginlesen bu yapi, bir yandan ¢ocuklarin etik duyarhiligini ve
demokratik tutumlarini giiclendirmekte; diger yandan da felsefi
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sorgulamanin onlar1 daha diislinceli, akil yiiriitebilen ve
baskalarinin hislerine karsi duyarli bireylere doniistiirdiigline
isaret etmektedir (Gregory, 2011; Fisher, 2013).

2.2.2. isbirlik¢i Diisiinme (Collaborative Thinking)

Isbirlikci diisinme; ortak bir anlama ulasmak icin
fikirlerin birbirinin {izerine insa edildigi, salt sosyal bir
etkilesimden ziyade bilissel bir yardimlagsma olan kolektif akil
yuritme sdrecidir (Lipman, 2003; Splitter ve Sharp, 1995).
Cocuklar Igin Felsefe atélyelerinde gocuklar; farkli gériisleri
dislamak yerine degerli bulur, tartismada hakli ¢ikmaktan ¢ok
ortak sorusturmaya katki sunmaya odaklanir ve birlikte yeni
anlamlar uretirler (Sharp, 1991; Sharp, 1995; Cam, 1995). Bir
cocugun trettigi fikrin digerlerinin zihinsel bagarisini beslemesi
"pozitif karsilikli bagimlilik" olarak adlandirilirken; c¢ocugun
arkadasindan aldig: fikri bir adim Gteye tasimasi bunun en somut
gostergesidir (Johnson ve Johnson, 2002). Empati ve aktif
dinlemeyle beslenen bu etkilesim, ¢ocuklara baskalarinin
perspektifinden bakma becerisi kazandirip onlar1 "ortaklaga bir
zeka" etrafinda birlestirirken; zamanla i¢sel diisiinme siire¢lerine
dontiserek biligsel gelisimi en iist diizeye tasimaktadir (Burgh,
Field ve Freakley, 2006; Kennedy, 2010; Vygotsky, 1978).

2.2.3. Yaratic1 Diisiinme (Creative Thinking)

Bireylerin alisilmis kaliplarin disina ¢ikarak 6zgiin fikirler
tiretmesini saglayan yaratici diisiinme, sanatin 6tesinde problem
¢cOzmede, soru sormada ve anlam ingasinda kullanilan temel bir
zihinsel yetidir (Lipman, 2003). PAC yaklagiminda "entelektiel
kesif siireci" olarak ele alinan bu beceri, bireyi tek bir dogruyla
sinirlamak yerine alternatif yollar gelistirmeye yoneltir (Lipman,
2003) ve mevcut kavramlara "yeni bir soluk” getirir (Fisher,
2013). Sure¢ boyunca cocuklar felsefi sorular Uretip 6zgin
metaforlar  kurarak soyut kavramlari glinlik yasamla
iliskilendirirler (Fisher, 2013). Ornegin, bir ¢ocugun 'Zaman
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nedir?' sorusunu kendi metaforlariyla yanitlamasi gibi imgesel
anlatimlar; kavramsal yaraticiligin, diigiinsel esnekligin ve
alternatif kavramsallastirma becerisinin somut bir gostergesi
olarak kabul edilirken, ayn1 zamanda g¢ocuklarin baskalarinin
perspektifini anlamasimi ve zihinsel ¢oziimler canlandirmasini
desteklemektedir (Matthews, 1994; Haynes, 2008; Sharp, 1995).
Cocuklar1 dogmatik diisiincelerden uzaklastirip acik fikirli kilan
bu hayal giicii temelli siireg, elestirel diisiinmeyle esglidiimlii
bicimde c¢alisarak onlarin geleneksel cevaplarin Gtesine
geemesine ve ¢oklu bakis acilar1 gelistirmesine olanak
tanimaktadir (Fisher, 2013; Sharp, 1995; Trickey ve Topping,
2004).

2.2.4. Elestirel Diisiinme (Critical Thinking)

Bilgiyi yalnizca dogru-yanlis ekseninde -etiketlemek
yerine onun iiretim siirecini, varsayimlarini ve c¢ikarimlarini
sorgulayan elestirel diisiinme; 'Glciitlere dayanan, kendi kendini
diizelten ve baglama duyarli' bir yap1 olarak tanimlanmaktadir
(Lipman, 2003). P4AC surecinde gocuklar sadece fikir beyan
etmekle kalmaz; diisiincelerini gerekgelendirip elestiriler 1s181inda
dontstiiriirler (Fisher, 2013). Tartismayr derinlestiren 'Neden
boyle disliniiyorsun?' benzeri sorular sayesinde akil yiiriitme
hatalarin1 fark eden bir cocugun ¢eliskilerini gidermesi; bireyin
zihinsel siireclerini denctlemesini ifade eden 'diisiinme {izerine
diisiinme' yetisinin ve 'kendi kendini diizeltme' mekanizmasinin
somut bir yansimasidir (Cam, 2006; Paul, 1992; Lipman, 2003).
Bireyi biligsel onyargilarin ve mantiksal tutarsizliklardan koruyan
bu pratikler, tarafsizlik ve mantiksal tutarlilik saglayarak
cocuklart dogmatik inanglardan uzaklastirmaktadir (Cevik, 2023;
Sharp, 1987, 1995). Sonu¢ olarak bu uygulamalar, ¢ocuklarin
analiz becerilerini ve gunliik yasam problemlerini rasyonel ele
alma yetilerini kalic1 bigimde gii¢lendirdigini ortaya koymaktadir
(Haynes, 2008; Trickey ve Topping, 2004).
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3. P4C YAKLASIMININ BiLESENLERI
3.1. Kolaylastirici

PAC yaklasiminin etkili uygulanmasindaki en temel unsur
olan kolaylastirici, geleneksel bilgi aktaricisi roliinden siyrilarak
cocuklarin diisiinme siireclerini yonlendiren bir rehberdir
(Splitter ve Sharp, 1995). Lipman'in (2003) "diisiinmeyi
kolaylastiran bir diisiiniir" olarak tanimladig1 bu rol, ¢ocuklarin
fikirlerini netlestirmesini ve kavramsal baglar kurmasini hedefler.
Siirecte tarafsiz kalmak, c¢ocuklar1 yargilamadan dinlemek ve
jest/mimiklerle dahi kendi goriisiinii belli etmekten kaginmak
esastir (Akkocaoglu Cayir, 2015; Cam, 2006).

Kolaylastiricinin -~ temel  gorevi;  'Neden  boyle
diisiiniiyorsun?' ve 'Farkli bir 6rnegin var mi?' gibi stratejik
sorularla akil yiiriitme siire¢lerini goriiniir kilmak ve tartigmanin
felsefi odaktan sapmasii engellemektir (Cam, 2006; Fisher,
2013). Tartigma tikandiginda ‘'hayali mubhalif' yaratma veya
konuyu ana probleme ‘sabitleme' gibi 6zel teknikler kullanan
kolaylastirici, ¢ocuklarin ¢ok boyutlu diisiinme (4C) becerilerini
dogrudan desteklemektedir (Bakir, 2019). Ayrica her fikrin
degerli goriildiigii giivenli bir ortam insa etmekten etik olarak
sorumlu olan kolaylastirict; sabir, acik fikirlilik ve 6zdenetim gibi
erdemleriyle cocuklara "felsefi model" olmalidir (Kennedy,
2010; Sharp, 1991). Oziinde Sokratik yontemin modern bir
yansimast olan bu 0zenli tutum, fikirlerin paylagilmasin
destekler ve cocuklarin otoriteden bagimsiz bigcimde zihinsel
ozerklik kazanmalarinda kritik bir rol oynar (Direk, 2002).

3.2. Felsefi Sorusturma Toplulugu (Community of
Inquiry)

PAC yaklasiminin merkezindeki Felsefi Sorusturma

Toplulugu cocuklar1 ve kolaylastiriciyr kapsayan, cocuklarin

baskalarinin diisiincelerine duyarl ve kolektif hareket etmelerini
saglayan demokratik bir yapidir (Direk, 2002; Boyaci, Karadag
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ve Gileng, 2018). Kavramsal kokeni Charles S. Peirce'lin
‘Bilimsel Arastirma Toplulugu'na dayanan bu model, John
Dewey’in egitim felsefesiyle harmanlanarak Matthew Lipman ve
Ann M. Sharp tarafindan pedagojik bir ¢erceveye oturtulmustur
(Lipman, 2003; Pardales ve Girod, 2006; Sharp, 1991). Bu
toplulukta ¢ocuklar salt bilgi edinmekle kalmayip dinlemeyi,
kanit sunmay1 ve farkli fikirlere agik olmay1 6grenirken; karsi
gorilisleri mantik silizgecinden gecirerek rasyonel bir uzlasiya
varma deneyimi araciligiyla demokratik bir karakter inga ederler
(Splitter ve Sharp, 1995; Cam, 2006; Kennedy, 2010). Ogrenmeyi
bireysel bir zihin etkinliginden ¢ikarip topluluk i¢i bir etkilesime
dontistiiren bu siire¢, nihayetinde diisiinmenin 4C'sini (6zenli,
elestirel, yaratici ve igbirlik¢i) biitiinciil bi¢imde gelistiren saglam
bir pedagojik zemin sunmaktadir (Cam, 2006; Fisher, 2013).

P4C yaklagiminda bir grubun ger¢ek bir 'sorusturma
toplulugu' olabilmesi icin aktif dinleme ve karsilikli saygi
cergevesinde ortak bir soruyu merkeze almasi sarttir. Bireylerin
kendi oOnyargilarindan siyrilip ortak akla katildigi bu stirec;
bireysel zekay1 asarak 'kolektif zekay1' ve 'paylasilan bilisi' agiga
¢ikarmaktadir (Sharp, 1991; Vygotsky, 1978; Lipman, 2003).
Nihayetinde bu topluluktaki her cocuk hem aktif bir sorusturmaci
hem de diisiince disiplinini koruyan bir denetleyici rolii
ustlenmektedir.

3.3. Felsefi Uyaran

P4C sorusturmasinin ¢ikis noktasi olan uyaran; ¢ocuklarin
merakini uyandiran, onlar1 biligsel bir ikileme veya saskinliga
stiriikleyen her tiirlii materyaldir. Lipman’in (2003) vurguladig:
tizere, felsefi bir uyaranin i¢cinde mutlaka bir "celigki" veya
"kavramsal bosluk" bulunmasi gerekir. Nitekim Fisher (2013),
uyaranin ¢ocuklara hazir bilgi sunmak yerine kendi felsefi
sorularin1  liretmelerine zemin hazirlayan bir "diisiince
tetikleyicisi" olmast gerektigini belirtir. Bu dogrultuda okul
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oncesi donemde kullanilan resimli kitaplar, kisa animasyonlar,
kilturel mizah 6geleri, fotograflar veya somut nesneler felsefi
tartismay1 baslatan birer "atesleyici" gorevi iistlenir (Stanley ve
Bowkett, 2004).

Uyaran secimindeki temel ilke, felsefi kavramlarin
(6rnegin; adalet veya mutluluk) didaktik bicimde dogrudan
sunulmamasidir. Kavram materyal iginde gecse Dbile,
kolaylastiricinin ¢ocuklar belirli 6n kabullere yonlendirmemek
i¢in siireci bu kavrami dogrudan merkeze almadan yapilandirmasi
gerekmektedir. Uyaranin asil islevi, bir okudugunu anlama
calismasi yapmak degil; cocuklar1 ‘baglangic’ ve ‘ara gegis’
sorular1 araciligiyla asil ‘felsefi soruya’ ulastirmak ve
sorusturmanin igine ¢ekmektir (Boyaci, Karadag ve Gileng,
2018; Worley, 2019). Bu siireg, ¢cocuklarin mevcut kaliplarin
Otesine gecerek coklu bakis acilar1 gelistirmelerine olanak tanir
(Trickey ve Topping, 2004).

Okul oOncesi egitimde felsefi potansiyeli en yiiksek
uyaranlar, nitelikli ¢ocuk edebiyat1 eserleridir (Haynes ve Murris,
2012). PAC uygulamalarinda; Peter H. Reynolds’in yaraticilik ve
algiy1 sorgulatan Nokta (2014), Mg Gibi (2021) ve GokyUzinun
Rengi kitaplari; Nihan Kaya’nin (2019) duygularin kabuliini ele
alan Mafin Bugiin Mutsuz Olmak Istiyor kitab1 ve Anna Llenas’in
(2017) Bosluk kitab1 felsefi derinligi olan 6nemli kaynaklardir.
Benzer sekilde, Simal Giirtekin’in (2022) farkliliklar iizerine
yazdig1 Okapi ile Ozge Bahar Sunar’in (2021) tiiketim kiiltiiriinii
tartistirabilecegi Senede Bir Giin Diikkdni gibi guncel eserler,
cocuklarin somut gorseller {iizerinden evrensel sorunlara
ulagmasini saglayan kitaplardir.

3.4. Felsefi Soru ve Soru Olusturma Siireci

P4AC oturumlarinda uyaran sunumunun ardindan gelen en
kritik asama, cocuklarin kendi sorularini iretmesidir. Felsefi
sorular, giinliik yagsamdaki tek yanith bilgi sorular1 yerine, zihinde
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yeni boyutlar agan ve kavramsal derinlesme saglayan 'Nedir?'
tipli sorulardir (Uygur, 2013). Kolaylastiricidan hazir soru
beklemek yerine c¢ocuklarin kendi sorularini olusturmalarini
merkeze alan bu sliregte, uyarana iliskin tiim sorular tahtaya
yazilmakta; tartisilacak asil soru ise Sorusturma Toplulugu’nun
demokratik oylamasiyla belirlenmektedir. Bu uygulama,
cocuklarin siirece i¢sel bir motivasyonla katilmalarim
destekleyen onemli bir demokratik deneyim olusturmaktadir
(McCall, 2017; Kennedy, 2010).

Bu asamada kolaylastiricinin rolii; ¢ocuklar1 salt metne
bagli anlama sorularindan siyirarak, onlar1 yoruma dayali
'diislinelim-tartisalim' tiirtindeki felsefi sorulara yoneltmektir
(Cam, 2006). Kolaylastirici, ¢ocuklara hazir dogrular sunmak
yerine onlarin verdigi ilk cevaplar iizerinden "Neden bdyle
diistiniiyorsun?”, "Bunu biraz daha a¢ar musin?" gibi stratejik
sorular ve ¢apalama teknikleri kullanarak tartismay1 felsefi bir
zemine c¢eker. Baglangigta felsefi soru sormakta zorlanan
cocuklar; zamanla bu sorgulayici iklime alisarak derinlemesine
diisiinmeye baslar ve cevaplarini salt bir evet/hayir olmaktan
cikarip "...katuryorum/katilmiyorum ¢iinki..." diyerek kendi
argiimanlariyla gerek¢elendirme becerisi kazanirlar.

3.5. Diisiinme Cemberi

Geleneksel smif diizeninin aksine, P4C oturumlari
katilimcilarin birbirini dogrudan gorebildigi ¢ember ya da U
diizeninde gergeklestirilir (McCall, 2017). Yalnizca mekansal bir
tercih olmayan bu yapi; hiyerarsiyi yikarak esit soz hakkini
somutlastiran temel bir pedagojik ilkedir (Kennedy, 2010;
McCall, 2017). G6z temasin1 zorunlu kilarak aktif dinleme ve
topluluk bilincini tesvik eden bu diizen, 6gretmeni merkezden
alarak toplulugun esit bir iiyesi konumuna getirir (Cam, 2006;
Splitter ve Sharp, 1995). Kolaylastiricinin da 6grencilerle ayni
hizada oturmast; otoritenin kisiden alinip dogrudan 'sorusturma
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stirecine’ gegildiginin fiziksel olarak temsil etmektedir (Direk,
2002).

Felsefi sorusturmanin bireysel degil, kolektif bir akil
yiirlitme siireci olarak ele alindig1 bu yaklasimda, sureci fiziksel
olarak da destekleyen dairesel yap1 diisiinmenin niteligini
dogrudan etkilemektedir (Lipman, 2003). Okul 6ncesi ¢ocuklarin
duyusal ihtiyaclar1 gbz oniline alindiginda, ¢emberin sinirlarini
belirleyen bir minder veya hali kullanimi, onlarm sosyal sinirlari
kavramasin1 ve topluluga aidiyet hissetmelerini kolaylastirir
(Murris, 2016). Yiiz yiize iletisimin saglandigi bu c¢ercevede
cocuklar, akranlarinin beden dilini, jest ve mimiklerini takip
ederek ifadelerin ardindaki duygular1 kavrar. Bu durum "6zenli
diisiinme" becerisinin gelisiminde kritiktir (Haynes, 2008;
Lipman, 2003). Bu yoniiyle diisiinme ¢emberi; elestirel, isbirlik¢i
ve Ozenli diislinmenin somutlastigi, otoriteden bagimsiz ve
demokratik bir 6grenme alanidir.

3.6. Diisiinme Cukuru

Ogrenme siirecindeki bilissel catisma ve kafa karisiklig
anlarini temsil eden pedagojik bir model olan Diisiinme Cukuru,
cocuklarin basit diisiincelerden derinlemesine anlam insasina
gecislerini gorsellestirir (Nottingham, 2017). P4C oturumlarinda
bu siireg, bildiklerini sandiklar1 bir kavramin (Ornegin: cesaret)
kolaylastiricinin  sundugu  ¢eliskilerle sarsilmasiyla baslar.
Boylece cocuklar zihinsel bir belirsizlik evresi olan "felsefi
sorusturma cukuruna" inerler (Avci, Ozdag, Akdeniz, Oncii ve
Oner, 2021). Kafa karisikhiginin dgrenmenin bir engeli degil,
derin diisiinmenin 6n kosulu olarak kabul edildigi 'cukur' evresi;
semalarin sorgulandigi, farkli bakis acilarinin degerlendirildigi ve
fikirlerin gerekcelendirildigi yogun bir siireci ifade etmektedir.
Bu sure¢ ¢ocuklarin dogmatik inanglardan uzaklastirarak elestirel
ve yaratict becerilerini iist diizeyde kullanmalarina katki
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saglamaktadir (Nottingham, 2020; Nottingham ve Nottingham,
2018).

Okul oOncesi donemde c¢ocuklarin 'Bilmiyorum' veya
'Kafam karigt1' demelerini bir basarisizlik yerine kesif firsatina
doniistiren bu siireg, Ozgliven ve biligsel esnekligi
giiclendirmektedir.  Kolaylastiricinin ~ stratejik  sorulartyla
desteklenen ¢ukurdan ¢ikis asamasi tamamen sosyal etkilesime
dayali olarak gergeklesmektedir. Cocuklar akranlarinin fikirlerini
birer basamak gibi kullanarak rafine bir kavramsal netlige
ulagsmaktadir (Vygotsky, 1978; Nottingham, 2017). Nihayetinde
Diistinme Cukuru, ¢ocuklara belirsizlikle baga ¢ikma ve karmasik
sorunlar1 ¢oziimleme becerisi kazandiran giiclii bir diisiinsel
gelisim aracidir.

3.7. Sorusturmay1 Destekleyen Pedagojik Stratejiler
ve Araclar

P4AC oturumlarinda diyalogu siradan bir sohbetin Stesine
tastylp derinlestirmek, kolaylastiricinin stratejik hamlelerine
baglidir. Bu siirecin temelinde, d6gretmenin bilgi aktaran degil
"dogurtucu" bir rehber oldugu Sokratik Sorgulama yontemi yatar
(Aydin, 2001; Fisher, 2013). Tartismanin odagini koruyan "Capa
Atma/Sabitleme™  stratejisi, ¢ocuklar1  kisisel anlatilara
kapilmaktan kurtarip orijinal uyarana dondiirerek zihinsel bir
referans noktas1 islevi gorir (Bakir, 2019; Worley, 2011).
Ozellikle okul éncesinde soyut diisiinceleri somutlastirmak ve
farklr fikirler arasindaki iligkileri goriinlir kilmak i¢in Venn
Semalar1 ile Kavram ve Argiiman Haritalar1 kullanilir (Bakair,
2019; Durmus, 2025; Murris, 2016).

Sorusturma asamasinda, c¢ocuklarin nitelikli sorular
tiretebilmeleri i¢in “Soru Kadrani1”; diislince siireclerini takip
edebilmeleri icin ise “Diisiince Kutusu” ve “Felsefi Defterler”
gibi araglardan yararlanilmaktadir. Topluluk icindeki aktif
dinleme ve sirayla konusma disiplini ise “Konusma Asas1” ya da
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“Diigsiinme  Sandalyesi” gibi somut nesneler araciligiyla
desteklenmektedir (Bilican ve Yilmaz, 2021; Goger ve Kurt,
2024; Wartenberg, 2009; Worley, 2019; Haynes, 2008). Ote
yandan, kolaylastiricinin dagmik diisiinceleri disiplinli  bir
arastirma silirecine doniistiiren “yeniden ifade etme” ve “fikirleri
siiflandirma” hamleleriyle uyum ic¢inde kullanilan yaratici
drama teknikleri, soyut felsefi ikilemlerin somutlastiriimasina
katki saglamaktadir. Bu siire¢, empatiyi besleyerek c¢ocuklarin
Ozenli ve igbirlikei diisiinme becerilerini dogrudan desteklemekte
ve onlart O6grenme siirecinin  daha etkin O6znesi héline
getirmektedir (Gregory, 2008; Uyanik vd., 2021).

4. P4C’NIN OKUL ONCESI DONEM GELISIM
ALANLARI UZERINE ETKISi

Okul 6ncesi donemde P4C uygulamalarinin en belirgin
etkisi Dbiligsel gelisim ve {st diizey diisiinme becerileri
tizerindedir. Acik uglu sorularla zihinsel sinirlari genisleyen
cocuklar, olaylara ¢ok yonlii yaklasip alternatif ¢oziimler
tiretebilmektedir. Tas (2017), 48-72 aylik ¢ocuklarla yiiriittiigii
calismasinda P4C'nin zihin kurami ve yaraticilik diizeylerini
anlamli bigimde artirdigini tespit etmistir. Neden-sonug iliskisi
kurma becerisindeki bu gelisim saha gozlemlerine de yansimas;
Oornegin  "Yemeklerinizi tabagimiza egilerek yemelisiniz"
yonergesine c¢ocuklarin kurali ezberlemek yerine "Neden?
Egilmezsek yemegimiz yere mi diiser?" diyerek felsefi bir
sorgulama siirecine girdikleri goriilmiistiir.

Bilissel kapasitenin yani sira sosyal ve duygusal gelisimi
de merkeze alan P4C, cocuklara kendi duygularin1 tanima ve
empati kurma becerisi kazandirir. Bu dogrultuda, P4C
etkinliklerinin erken cocuklukta duyguyu anlama, "atilganlik", "is
birligi" ve "kendini kontrol" gibi sosyal becerilerde belirgin
ilerlemeler sagladig1 gosterilmistir (Okur, 2008; Giménez-Dasi

36



Okul Oncesi Egitimi Alaminda Bilimsel Arastirmalar

vd., 2013). Sinif i¢i diyaloglarda ¢ocuklarin karakterlerin yerine
gecerek "Ben onun yerinde olsaydim..." gibi empati temelli
ifadeler kullanmalar1 ve akranlarinin  duygularmi  dogru
yorumlamalar1 bu kuramsal bulgular1 somutlastirmaktadir.

P4C’nin okul 6ncesi donemdeki bir diger katkisi ahlaki
gelisim ve degerler egitimi ile ilgilidir (Lipman ve Sharp, 1975;
Su, 2022). Geleneksel egitimin didaktik yapisinin aksine, P4C,
sevgi, saygl, adalet ve merhamet gibi soyut kavramlarin giinliik
yasam baglaminda tartigilarak igsellestirilmesini  saglar
(Kocaman, 2023; Tasg, 2017). P4C uygulamalarinin, ¢ocuklarin
ahlaki kural algilarini1 ve hosgorii gerektiren durumlardaki olumlu
davranislarmi artirdig1 gdzlemlenmistir (Unal ve Giines, 2024).
Bu duruma 6rnek olarak, Kocamaz'in (2025) erken ¢ocuklukta
merhamet egitimi lizerine yiiriittiigii glincel ¢aligma gosterilebilir.
Ilgili arastirmada, doga ve cevreye karsi merhamet temali bir
oturumda cocuklarin sadece faydaci degil, 'agacta kalan kedilere
merdiven uzatmak' gibi duygu temelli ve dayanisma igeren
fikirler irettikleri tespit edilmistir. Aragtirmada bir ¢ocugun
'Artik kardesime kizmadan 6nce onun ne hissettigini diisiinmeye
calistyorum' seklindeki ifadesi, siirecin empati ve ahlaki
muhakemeyi yansitabildigini somut bicimde gdstermektedir.

Son olarak, P4C uygulamalarindaki demokratik
diyaloglar ¢ocuklarin dil ve iletisim gelisimlerine gii¢lii bir ivime
kazandirir (Boynueyri ve Giiven, 2025; Koyuncu ve Demircan,
2022). Cocuklar sadece konusmay1 degil; etkin dinlemeyi, akil
yuratmeyi  ve  fikirlerini  gerekc¢elendirmeyi  Ogrenirler
(Akkocaoglu Cayir, 2015; Trickey ve Topping, 2004). Karadag
ve Demirtas (2018), P4C uygulamalar1 sonucunda ¢ocuklarin
tartisirken  fikirlerini nedensellik baglartyla kurma yetisi
kazandiklarii saptamistir. Ayrica yakin tarihli baska bir
arastirmada yer alan "Cocuklar artik fikirlerini sadece sdylemekle
kalmiyor, neden dyle diisiindiiklerini de acikliyorlar" seklindeki
Ogretmen saha notlar1 da bu bulguyu destekler niteliktedir
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(Boynueyri ve Gilven, 2025). Baslangigta c¢ekingen olan
cocuklarin dahi yargilanma korkusu olmadan fikirlerine deger
verildigini gordiikkge Ozglivenle tartismalara katilmalar1 ve
kendilerini akici ciimlelerle ifade etmeleri, yaklagimin
dontistiirticii etkisini goriintir kilmaktadir (Avci, 2023; Yildiz,
2024). Bununla birlikte, s6z konusu katkilarin ortaya ¢ikmasi
uygulamanin  niteligine = ve  smif  baglammma  gore
farklilagabilmektedir.

5. OKUL ONCESi EGITIMDE SINIF ICi P4C
UYGULAMALARI VE OGRETMEN
DENEYIMLERI

Okul 6ncesi donemde P4C uygulamalari; ¢ocuklart pasif
bilgi aliciligindan c¢ikarip aktif anlam insa eden bireylere
doniistiiren diyalojik bir siire¢ olmakla birlikte, 6gretmeni
geleneksel bilgi aktarict roliinden siywrarak tarafsiz  bir
"kolaylastirict" konumuna tasimaktadir (Bayraktar ve Dirican,
2017; McCall, 2017; Avci, 2023). Alanda yapilan saha
gbzlemlerinde 6gretmen ve akademisyenlerin P4C'yi salt bilissel
bir faaliyetten ziyade empati, 6zgiven ve kendini ifade
becerilerini giclendiren bultuncil bir ara¢c olarak gordikleri;
Ogrencilerin ise bu ortami yargilanma baskisinin olmadig:
Ozgiirlestirici ve giivenli bir alan olarak algiladiklar1 saptanmistir
(Avct, 2023; Erkol, 2023; Koyuncu ve Demircan, 2022). Buna
karsin, toplumun "gocuklarin felsefe yapmak icin ¢ok kulglk
oldugu" yoniindeki kaliplasmis yargilari ve ebeveynlerin sonug
odakli "sekilci" tutumlar1 siirecin Oniindeki en biiyiikk engeller
olarak one c¢ikmaktadir (Akan ve Bilgin, 2022; Koyuncu ve
Demircan, 2022). Bu engellerin asilmasi baglaminda okulda
baglayan bu sorgulama sirecinin evde de surddrdlebilmesi igin
ailelerin farkindalik egitimleriyle siirece dahil edilmesinin kritik
bir gereklilik oldugunu vurgulanmaktadir (Erkol, 2023)
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Smif i¢i uygulamalarin merkezinde, ¢ocuklarin birbirini
esit diizeyde gorebildigi demokratik "felsefe g¢emberi" yer
alirken; soyut kavramlar1 anlamlandirmay1 kolaylastirmak ig¢in
oturumlar genellikle resimli kitaplar, animasyonlar, oyuncaklar
veya doga unsurlari gibi somut uyaranlarla baslatilmaktadir
(Erkol, 2023). Yilmaz ve Bilican (2021), bu siireci
somutlagtirmak adma Agustos Bocegi ve Karinca masali
tizerinden didaktik bir ders vermek yerine "Caligmayan biriyle
yiyecegimizi paylasmali miyiz?" gibi agik uclu sorular
yoneltilmesini ve bdylece ¢ocuklarin adalet, hak ve yardimlagma
kavramlarin1 felsefi bir zeminde tartismalarin1 Onermektedir.
Benzer sekilde, uyaranin doga oldugu uygulamalarda "Giines
kendi kendini aydinlatabilir mi?" veya "Cimenler canliysa neden
konusamiyorlar?" gibi felsefi sorularla ¢cocuklarin varlik iizerine
nedensellik baglar1 kurmalar tesvik edilmektedir (Erkol, 2023).

Ote yandan, yas grubunun kisa dikkat siiresi ve fiziksel
hareket ihtiyact gbz Oniine alindiginda siirecin salt oturarak
yapilan tartigmalarin Otesine ge¢ip oyun temelli interaktif
yontemlerle de desteklenmesi gerekmektedir (Erkol, 2023). Bu
dogrultuda Aslan (2023), 6gretmenin smifi "Evet", "Hayur" ve
"Kararsizim" koselerine ayirmasini ve ¢ocuklarin felsefi bir soru
karsisinda kendi diislincesini yansitan koseye fiziksel olarak gidip
fikrini gerekcelendirmesini bu duruma etkili bir 6rnek olarak
sunmaktadir. Nitekim bu tiir hareket temelli uygulamalarin,
cocuklarin yalnizca elestirel ve yaratict diisiinme becerilerini
gelistirmekle smirlt kalmadigi; ayni zamanda baskalarinin
goriiglerine saygi duyma, etkin dinleme, fikrini degistirme
esnekligi gosterme ve farkli bakis agilarin1 degerlendirme
kapasitelerini de somut bigimde artirdigi goriilmektedir (Aslan,
2023; Ventista, 2019).
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6. SONUC VE ONERILER
6.1. Sonug

Okul 6ncesi donemde Cocuklar icin Felsefe (P4C)
yaklagimimin gelisim alanlarina etkileri ve siif i¢i yansimalari
biitiinciil bir perspektifle incelendiginde; bu yontemin salt bir
zihinsel egzersiz olmanin ¢ok 6tesine gegerek cocuklarin biligsel,
sosyal, duyussal ve ahlaki gelisimlerini derinden doniistiiren
cagdas bir egitim pedagojisi olarak degerlendirilebilecegini
gostermektedir (Lipman, 2003; Tas, 2017). Geleneksel ve ezberci
egitim modellerinin aksine, erken cocukluktaki felsefi
sorusturmalar, ¢ocuklar1 digaridan bilgi bekleyen pasif alicilar
konumundan ¢ikarip onlari elestirel, yaratici, 6zenli ve isbirlik¢i
(4C) diisiinme becerileriyle donatarak aktif anlam kurucularina
doniistiirmektedir (Karadag ve Demirtas, 2018; Ventista, 2019).
Cocuklarin dogasinda var olan merak duygusu, P4C araciligtyla
sistematik bir sorgulama kulturine evrilmekte; bu slre¢ de
cocuklarin 21. yiizyilin gerektirdigi cok boyutlu diisiinme
becerilerini gelistirmelerine katki saglamaktadir.

Bu doniisim siirecinin  kalbinde yer alan Felsefi
Sorusturma Toplulugu; 6gretmenin "otoriter bilgi aktaricist"
rollinden siyrilarak siirecin esitlik¢i bir "kolaylastiricis1" haline
gelmesini zorunlu kilmaktadir (Avci, 2023). Yasanan bu koklii
zihniyet ve rol degisimi; sinif icinde yargilanma korkusunun
olmadigi, giivenli ve demokratik bir diyalog ortami
yaratmaktadir. Bu ortam g¢ocuklarin 6zgiivenini, etkin dinleme
disiplinini, empati kurma yetilerini ve baskalarinin fikirlerine
saygt duyma kapasitelerini dogrudan artirmaktadir (Koyuncu ve
Demircan, 2022). Adalet, merhamet, hak ve sorumluluk gibi
soyut ahlaki degerlerin ¢ocuklarin diinyasinda anlam bulmasi ve
davranisa doniismesi de ancak bu giivenli tartisma ¢emberinde
gerceklesebilmektedir.
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Bununla birlikte, literatirdeki bulgular ve saha
yansimalart nesnel bir bigimde degerlendirildiginde; P4Cmin
okul dncesi egitimde hak ettigi yayginliga ulasmasinin oniinde
birtakim yapisal bariyerler bulundugu ortaya ¢ikmaktadir
(Degirmenci Toraman ve Kilig, 2024; Koyuncu ve Demircan,
2022). Ogretmenlerin pedagojik ve felsefi altyapilarim
destekleyecek nitelikli hizmet i¢i egitimlerin eksikligi, yas
grubuna uygun felsefi uyaran (materyal/kitap) yetersizligi,
ebeveynlerin sonug odakli sekilci tutumlart ve yontemin mevcut
mifredata organik bicimde entegre edilememesi sirecin
oniindeki en belirgin engeller olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir (Akan ve
Bilgin, 2022; Erkol, 2023).

Son olarak, P4C’nin okul Oncesi egitimde etkili ve
stirdiiriilebilir bicimde uygulanabilmesi belirli kosullara baglidir.
Ogretmenin  kolaylastiric1  roliinii benimsemesi, g¢ocuklarin
gelisimsel diizeyine uygun uyaranlarin secilmesi, gilivenli ve
demokratik bir sinif ikliminin olusturulmasi ve yaklagimin egitim
programiyla anlamli bigimde biitiinlestirilmesi bu siirecin temel
belirleyicileri arasinda yer almaktadir. Dolayisiyla P4C, uygun
pedagojik kosullar saglandiginda yalnizca bir smif etkinligi
olmaktan ¢ikmakta; ¢cocuklarin zihinsel 6zerklik kazanmalarini,
farkliliklara saygi duymalarin1 ve etik diisiinme becerilerini
gelistirmelerini destekleyen doniistiiriicii bir egitim yaklasimi
olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir.

6.2. Oneriler

Bu boliimde ulasilan bulgular ve giincel alan yazinda yer
alan degerlendirmeler birlikte ele alindiginda, uygulamaya ve
gelecekte yapilacak arastirmalara yonelik bazi oneriler 6n plana
cikmaktadir. Bu kapsamda, Ogretmen adaylarinin lisans
egitimlerinde P4C temelli igeriklere daha goriiniir bi¢imde yer
verilmesi 6nem tasimaktadir. Ayrica, Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 ve
tiniversiteler is birligiyle okul Oncesi 0gretmenlerine yonelik
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uygulamali P4C egitimlerinin  yayginlastirilmasi  6nemli
gorunmektedir. Cocuklarin gelisimsel ozellikleri ve kiiltiirel
baglamlar1 dikkate alinarak felsefi uyaranlarin, resimli g¢ocuk
kitaplarmin  ve oyun temelli uygulama kilavuzlarinin
gelistirilmesi yararli olacaktir. Okulda baglayan sorgulama
kiiltiirtintin ~ kalicihgint ~ desteklemek i¢in aile katilimini
giiclendiren farkindalik c¢alismalarinin planlanmasi da 6nem
tasimaktadir. Bununla birlikte, gelecekte yapilacak arastirmalarda
P4C uygulamalarinin ¢ocuklarin bilissel, sosyal ve ahlaki
gelisimleri iizerindeki kisa ve uzun vadeli etkilerini inceleyen
boylamsal ve deneysel ¢alismalara daha fazla yer verilmesi
onerilmektedir.
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