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Abstract 

This research was conducted in Turkey and it examined the relationships between fifteen-year-old students’ PISA 

2018 literacy scores and student-level and school-level variables. This study aimed to examine the relationships 

between students’ hindering, teachers’ hindering, socioeconomic status, parental support and student achievement. 

The research is a correlational study. A relational screening model was used in this research. Six thousand eight 

hundred and ninety students from one hundred and eighty-six schools in twelve regions of the Nomenclature of 

Territorial Units for Statistics (NUTS) Level 1 joined PISA 2018 in Turkey. OECD selected these students randomly. 

In PISA 2018, school sampling was determined by a stratified random sampling method. Teachers’ hindering, 

students’ hindering questionnaires are from the school principals’ questionnaire and the parental support 

questionnaire was taken from the student questionnaire. Additionally, students’ genders and their socioeconomic 

status were taken from the background questionnaire. To analyze these variables, a hierarchic linear model was used. 

Multilevel structural modeling (MSEM) was selected and Bayesian estimation with latent variables was performed. 

There are direct relationships between students’ genders, socioeconomic status, teachers’ hindering behaviors, 

students’ hindering behaviors, parental support and Turkish students’ reading skill scores. There is also an indirect 

relationship between teachers’ hindering behavior and students’ reading skill scores via students’ hindering behavior. 

Keywords: students hindering, teachers hindering, socioeconomic status, parental support and student achievement 

 

1. Introduction 

Many researches on Educational Administration (EA) have been conducted on school processes, structures and 

outcomes. There is a scholarly interest in understanding school outcomes, student achievement and quality in 

education by examining a variety of variables, such as the roles of school principals (Heck & Hallinger, 2010; 

Ozdemir & Demircioglu, 2015; Sun & Leithwood, 2012), the roles of teachers (Darling-Hammond & Youngs, 2002; 

Hindman & Stronge, 2009, Staiger & Rockoff, 2010), the roles of parents (Aslanargun, 2007; Gonida & Cortina, 

2014) and students’ socio demographic variables, i.e. SES (Abotsi, Yaganumah, & Obeng, 2018; Özdemir, 2019) 

and gender (Freeman, 2004; Machin & Mc Nally, 2005). 

Recent studies show that supportive environments are the driving forces to improve student learning outcomes (Bryk, 

Sebring, & Allensworth, 2010; Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008). On the other hand, a negative learning 

environment causes unwanted teacher and student behaviors in schools (Schab, 1991; Turner, Reynolds, Lee, 

Subasic & Bromhead, 2014; Üzbe & Bacanlı, 2015). One of them is self-hindering. Self-hindering behaviors have 

negative impacts on student achievement, their well-being and their self-confidence (Török, Szabó, & Tóth, 2018; 

Yu & McLellan, 2019). Additionally, teachers’ self-hindering attitudes affect teachers’ self-efficacy, professional 

development and teaching performance in a negative way (Goddard, Goddard, & Tschannen-Moran, 2007). 

Moreover, a large proportion of our knowledge about what variables influence student achievement points out the 

two vital variables: parental support and students’ socioeconomic status (SES). National and international researches 

have taken place, such as Transition to High School Exam, PISA, TIMMS, TALIS, etc. indicate that SES and 

parental support are the predictors of student achievement (Ministry of National Education [MEB], 2019; 
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Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2019a). These exams and researches show that 

gender is an effective predictor to explain student achievement. There is a lot of theoretical knowledge on student 

success, but empirical studies on the variables that affect student achievement are scarce. It is necessary to enrich 

empirical studies on student achievement by modeling the variables that explain it. This paper aims to focus on 

students, teachers’ hindering behaviors and parents’ supportive attitudes, SES and gender and their effects on student 

achievement in Turkey. In other words, the present study is trying to provide an understanding of the extent to which 

variables in the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), 2018 are vital to explain Turkish students’ 

literacy scores in a better way. Unlike many OECD countries, Turkish students do not have high scores in PISA and 

the rank of Turkey in PISA is not at a desired level. Turkish educationalists and policy makers try to adapt the 

measurement and evaluation system and try to assess students’ academic improvement more effectively. For instance, 

they make up assessment teams in all the provinces to monitor students’ achievements. Additionally, in recent years, 

they have transformed the questions in national exams into PISA questions. Turkish students pulled out their best 

level since they participated in the literacy scores in a PISA exam thanks to these changes. The aim of this paper is to 

examine the relationships between student-level variables, school-level variables and students’ literacy scores. The 

finding of this study could contribute considerably to the growing knowledge base regarding the antecedents and 

outcomes of student achievement in broader international contexts. It could also contribute to societies and countries 

with similar educational policies and structures. 

 

2. Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework of this study is based on the past literature in EA. This body of knowledge base is 

concerned predominantly with the antecedents and/or outcomes of student achievement (Bellibaş, 2016; 

Darling-Hammond, 2000; Dee, 2007; Harris & Sass, 2011; Özdemir, 2019; Sarıer, 2016). The first line of research 

focuses on the variables - parental support, gender and SES - that affect student achievement at an individual level 

(Figure 1); whereas the second line focuses on the roles of teachers, students and parents and SES on students’ 

literacy scores at the school level (Figure 2). Firstly, the relationships between students’ gender, SES, parental 

support and their literacy scores were investigated. Secondly, the relationships between teachers’ and students’ 

hindering and students’ literacy scores were examined. 

 

 

Figure 1. Research Model (Student level) 
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Figure 2. Research Model (School level) 

 

The following section provides a discussion of the theoretical and empirical basis of each hypothesis in the 

conceptual model. Firstly, students’ level variables - students’ gender, SES, parental support and their literacy scores 

were analyzed. Then, school level variables - teacher hindering, student hindering, parental support and SES were 

examined and the impact of them on students’ literacy scores were given. 

2.1 Student Achievement and Gender 

The term ‘student achievement’ is defined as the student's reaching the desired level in the education process and 

getting high marks from the exams she attends (Onuk, 2007). In literature, researchers classify the variables that 

affect student academic achievement under two main categories: the variables at the student level and those at the 

school level. A vast majority of the studies on student achievement emphasize that the gender gap in student 

achievement is one of the vital factors to explain the success (Charles & Luoh, 2003; Freeman, 2004; Machin & Mc 

Nally, 2005; OECD, 2019a). These studies underline that the average scores of girls exceed that of boys at all grades. 

For example, in the USA, women have been consistently better educated than men since the mid-1970s. In Turkey, 

the rates of female and male students with reading skills proficiency levels differ slightly from each other. The 

highest level of boy and girl students' presence is at the 2nd level. However, it was determined that female students 

were found to be higher between the 3rd and 6th levels. The average reading score of male students was calculated as 

453.1 and the average score of female students as 478.4 (MEB, 2019). Hence, the relationship between students’ 

gender and their literacy scores were examined. As a result, in this study, the first hypothesis is: 

H1: There is a significant relationship between Turkish students’ gender and their literacy scores.  

2.2 Student Achievement and SES 

Previous studies indicate that the socio-economic level of families (Klomegah, 2007; Sarıer, 2016), the parents’ 

education level and their behaviors (Koutsoulis & Campbell, 2001; Pomerantz, Ng, & Wang, 2006; Pomerantz, 

Wang, & Ng, 2005), the personal characteristics of students (Kızıldağ, 2009), the school culture (Patterson, Perry, 

Decker, Eckert, Klaus, &Wendling, 2003; Schoen & Teddlie, 2008), and teachers’ performance (Darling-Hammond, 

2000; Dee, 2007) have an effect on student achievement. Although there are many variables that affect student 

achievement, in the present study, we are trying to draw into a conceptual framework the socio-economic level, 

gender, students’ and teachers’ hindering behaviors and parents’ supportive behaviors. 

Education has an impact on economic growth by increasing the quality of human capital, which is one of the basic 

inputs in the production functions of countries and companies (Barro, 2013; Barro & Lee, 2013; Goldin & Katz, 

2008). The quality of human capital can be evaluated based on the academic success of the students. Therefore, a 

large number of studies are needed to reveal the relationships between the socio-economic level and the academic 

success of students. The socio-economic situation (SES) covers not only the economic benefits of individuals, but 
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also their access to education, social security, opportunities and the privileges provided to people as well as their 

quality of life. Many studies have been conducted on the relationship between socioeconomic level and education 

(Brown, Wohn, & Ellison, 2016; Buckingham, Wheldall & Beaman-Wheldall, 2013; Hanushek, 1997; Sirin, 2005). 

These studies show that the academic skills of the students who belong to families with a low socio-economic level 

are less than those of families with a high socio-economic level. Moreover, Aikens and Barbarin (2008) also showed 

that children of families with a low socio-economic level experience inadequate cognitive development, language, 

memory and emotional process problems and that their students have a low income in their future lives and 

experience health-related problems. The inadequate education and dropout rates of the students decrease student 

achievement on the one hand and affect the socio-economic level of society on the other hand (Abotsi et al., 2018). 

The results of PISA 2018 show that students with a high socio-economic level achieve higher scores compared to 

their peers with a lower socio-economic level. Additionally, PISA 2018 research showed that students with a low 

academic performance are more likely to come from a lower socioeconomic background (OECD, 2019a). The low 

level of impact of SES on educational outcomes is important in terms of equality in education. According to the 2018 

PISA results in Turkey, the impact of SES on student achievement has declined. This shows that education quality 

and equal opportunities in education progress positively in Turkey (MEB, 2019). Hence, the relationship between 

SES and students’ literacy scores was investigated and, as a result, the second and the fifth hypothesis of this study 

are: 

H2 (within the school level): there is a significant relationship between SES and Turkish students’ literacy scores.  

H5 (between schools): there is a significant relationship between SES and Turkish students’ literacy scores. 

2.3 Parental Support 

Substantial research evidence (e.g. Chen, 2008; Gottfried, Fleming, & Gottfried, 1994; Wentzel, 1998) has revealed 

that parental support does help improve students’ achievements and makes students more successful in their school 

life. On the other hand, if the family neglects the student’s educational life and ignores supporting them, students will 

get low scores and maybe, at the end, they will give up their educational life. Aslanargun (2007) stated that the main 

reason for parents’ lack of interest is based on not establishing a healthy communication with their children in 

previous periods. According to him, parents do not care enough about their children’s psycho-social and cognitive 

development and just take care of their biological needs. Gonida and Cortina (2014) emphasized that parents should 

motivate their children and they should supervise their children’s homework and their school life closely. On the 

other hand, if parents ignore their children’s school and social lives, children have bad habits, violate their friends 

and fail their classes. Moreover, current researchers (Ong, Phinney, & Dennis, 2006) have identified the 

determinants of student achievement including the influence of parental support. Families with a high socioeconomic 

level are more sensitive to supporting their children (Özdemir, 2019). The results of PISA 2018 indicate that parental 

support influences student achievement in a positive way. Additionally, PISA 2018 research claimed that families 

with high socioeconomic levels are more conscientious and they tend to support their children’s school life more 

(OECD, 2019a). In the research, parental support was framed with the PISA 2018 experts’ definitions. In their 

definition, they expressed the parental support as: support for children’s educational efforts and achievements, 

encouraging them to overcome the difficulties in their school life and trying to make them confident. Therefore, I 

researched the relationship between parental support, student hindering behaviors and students’ literacy scores. The 

relationship between SES and parental support were also examined. As a result, the hypotheses are: 

H7: there is a significant relationship between parental support and students’ hindering behaviors.  

H3 (within school level): there is a significant relationship between parental support and Turkish students’ literacy 

scores.  

H7(a) (between schools): there is a significant relationship between parental support and Turkish students’ literacy 

scores.  

H4 (within the school level): there is a significant relationship between SES and parental support. 

H5a (between schools): there is a significant relationship between SES and parental support. 

2.4 Teachers’ Hindering Behaviors 

In schools, teacher collaboration is sometimes below the desired level because of hindering factors (Leonard, 2002). 

These hindering factors are derived from personal, group, organizational and structural characteristics. Personal 

hindering factors are mainly about lack of skills and knowledge for training, resistance to collaboration and inability 

to work in a team etc. (Rone, 2009). Group hindering factors are, for instance, unclear group goals, lack of leadership 
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behaviors, lack of communication, undesired team size etc. Structural factors, such as time pressure, work pressure 

and pressure of standardization also influence teacher hindering (Smetser, 2007; Westheimer, 2008). Organizational 

characteristics include isolation and individualism in the school culture and norms of professional autonomy (e.g. 

Gajda & Koliba, 2008; Goddard et al., 2007). The studies on teacher hindering state that the higher a teacher’s 

collaboration level is, the higher the students’ performance level. On the other hand, when teachers face hindering 

factors and are unable to overcome them, students’ academic performances are low (Helstad & Lund, 2012; 

Vangrieken, Dochy, Raes, & Kyndt, 2015). What is more, studies underlined that we see teachers’ hindering 

behaviors less in the schools in the regions where the socio-economic level is high (Carneiro, 2008; Ünal, Yildirim, 

& Çelik, 2010; Xitao & Chen, 2001) because, in these regions, parents are conscientious and can create hidden 

pressure on teachers and the school. In the study, the framework of PISA 2018 experts on teachers’ hindering was 

used. They exhibited teachers’ hindering behaviors as follows: ignoring individual students’ needs, absenteeism, 

resistance to change, strict behaviors to students and not being well prepared for classes. As can be seen, these 

hindering behaviors mainly cover their personal characteristics and these behaviors trigger students’ hindering 

behaviors and block student achievement indirectly. However, families with a high socioeconomic level decrease 

teachers’ hindering behaviors by exerting hidden pressure on the teachers and the school. Therefore, the relationships 

between teachers’ hindering behaviors, students’ hindering behaviors and their literacy scores were investigated. As 

a result, the sixth hypothesis of the study is: 

H6: There is a significant relationship between teachers’ hindering behaviors and students’ hindering behaviors. 

H6 (a): There is a significant indirect relationship between teachers’ hindering behaviors and Turkish students’ 

literacy scores.  

I also examined the relationship between SES and teachers’ hindering behaviors. Therefore, another hypothesis is: 

H5(b): There is a significant relationship between SES and teachers’ hindering behaviors. 

2.5 Student Hindering 

If the school climate is supportive and positive, the trust level among school actors such as teachers, students, parents 

and school administrators is high (Hoy, Smith, & Sweetland, 2002). The school climate is also positively related to 

students' self-confidence (Hoge, Smit, & Hanson, 1990). In a positive school climate, students have less absenteeism 

and their anxiety levels decrease (Hendron & Kearney, 2016). Additionally, they have less substance addiction and 

fewer psychiatric problems (LaRusso, Romer, & Selman, 2008). On the other hand, when the perception of the 

school climate is negative, it is likely that unwanted attitudes or behaviors may occur in the school. They would not 

exhibit collaborative behaviors and we would observe some undesired behaviors such as less or no participation in 

the learning process, lack of communication among them, ignoring subjects, low self-efficacy perception and 

self-handicapping (Özgüngör, 2008; Smith, Sinclair, & Chapman, 2002; Üzbe & Bacanlı, 2015; Virtanen, Kivimaki, 

Luopa, Vahtera, Elovainio, Jokela, & Pietikainen, 2009). Student hindering behaviors have negative effects on their 

academic performance and well-being (Török, Szabó, & Tóth, 2018). Moreover, they cause exam anxiety (Barutçu, 

Yıldırım & Demir, 2019) and emotional exhaustion (Akın, 2012). In the paper,  the definition of PISA 2018 experts 

on students’ hindering were used. They expressed students’ hindering behaviors as follows: truancy, bullying other 

students, usage of illegal drugs and alcohol, lack of respect for teachers, skipping classes and not being attentive. As 

is seen, these hindering behaviors block student achievement. Therefore, the relationship between student hindering 

behaviors and their literacy scores have been researched. As a result, the eighth hypothesis is: 

H8: There is a significant relationship between students’ hindering behaviors and Turkish students’ literacy scores. 

 

3. Method 

3.1 Research Model 

This research was conducted in Turkey and examined the relationship between fifteen-year-old students’ PISA 2018 

literacy scores and some individual and school-level variables. A relational screening model was used in this 

research. In this model, analyses were done via correlation or comparison. The researcher(s) investigates whether the 

variables change together and, if there is a change, they see how this happens (Daniel, 2012). In this study, the 

relationship between Turkish students’ PISA 2018 literacy scores and their gender, SES, parental support, teacher 

hindering and student hindering behaviors were examined. The data of the research have a two-level hierarchical 

structure consisting, first, of schools and then of students within schools. Given this context, a two-stage sampling 

method was used. In the first stage, student level variables were investigated. In the second stage, school level 

variables and student achievement were examined.  
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3.2 Participants 

Six thousand eight hundred and ninety students from one hundred and eighty-six schools in twelve regions of the 

Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics (NUTS) Level 1 in Turkey joined PISA 2018. The International 

Center of OECD selected these students randomly. In PISA 2018, school sampling is determined by the stratified 

random sampling method. The layers are: the type of school, the school's location and the gender distribution and 

NUTS Level 1. Participation rates of students in the PISA 2018 sample varied between 1.6% and 20.2% by region. 

49.6% of the sample are female students. 78.8% of the students are in the 10th grade, 17.7% of them in the 9th grade 

and 2.9% of them in the 11th grade. 43.7% of the 15-year-old students are in the Anatolian high school, 31.1% of 

them are in vocational and technical high schools and 13.7% of them are in religious high schools.  

3.3 Data Collection Tools 

Teachers’ hindering and students’ hindering questionnaires were taken from school principals’ questionnaire and the 

parental support questionnaire was from the student questionnaire. Additionally, students’ gender information and 

SES were taken from a background questionnaire. For calculating the SES score, the PISA 2018 experts’ formula 

that includes parents’ educational status, number of books, number of siblings, family income and some facilities that 

students have in their houses, was used. The reading skills score was calculated from the student questionnaire 

results that were composed of ten possible values (Plausible Value) generated from the answers given by students. 

However, school survey results obtained through the school principal were used for school level data. The data were 

accessed from the PISA 2018 database (http://www.oecd.org/pisa/data/2018database/). 

3.3.1 Dependent Variable: Students’ Reading Literacy Scores 

In PISA 2018, individualized testing was used to measure student success more accurately. The questions in the 

booklets used in PISA 2015 and previous applications have a fixed structure. In other words, the location of the 

questions in the booklets has been determined in advance. However, in the field of PISA 2018 reading skills, a 

dynamic structure has been developed based on the correctness of the answers given by the student to the previous 

questions (OECD, 2019b). 

3.3.2 Independent Variables 

The Students’ Hindering Questionnaire was introduced by PISA experts and consists of six items, and it was 

prepared on a four-point Likert type scale. The items were taken from the school principals’ questionnaire SC061. 

The items about students’ hindering behaviors are: “student truancy”, “students skipping classes”, “students lacking 

respect for teachers”, “student use of alcohol or illegal drugs”, “students intimidating or bullying other students”, 

“students not being attentive”. Validity and reliability analyses of the data were conducted. According to the analysis, 

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient was found to be .86. If Cronbach's Alpha coefficient is between .70 and .90, it seems to 

be a perfect result (Taber, 2018). Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was performed on the scale. As a result of the 

analysis, it was observed that the x2 / sd ratio was 5.0 (17.844/8=2.23) and the RMSEA value was .081. In addition, 

CFI = .98, GFI = .95 and SRMR = .038. Fit indices were at a good level (Kline, 2010). 

The Teachers’ Hindering Questionnaire was introduced by PISA experts and consists of five items, and it was 

prepared as a four-point Likert type scale (strongly disagree, disagree, agree, strongly agree). The items were taken 

from the school principals’ questionnaire SC061. The items about teachers’ hindering behaviors are: “teachers not 

meeting individual students’ needs”, “teacher absenteeism”, “staff resisting change”, “teachers being too strict with 

students”, “teachers not being well prepared for classes”. Validity and reliability analyses of the data were done. 

According to the analysis, Cronbach's Alpha coefficient was found as .78. If Cronbach's Alpha coefficient is 

between .70 and .90, it seems to be a good result (Taber, 2018). Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was performed 

on the scale. As a result of the analysis, it was observed that the x2 / sd ratio was 5.0 (4.65/5=0.93) and the RMSEA 

value was .000. In addition, CFI = 1.00, GFI = 1.00 and SRMR = .025. Fit indices were at a good level (Kline, 

2010). 

The Parents’ Support Questionnaire was introduced by PISA experts and consists of three items, and it was prepared 

as a four-point Likert type scale (strongly disagree, disagree, agree, strongly agree). The items were taken from the 

students’ questionnaire. The items about parental support are: “my parents support my educational efforts and 

achievements.”, “my parents support me when I am facing difficulties at school.”, “my parents encourage me to be 

confident”. Validity and reliability analyses of the data were done. According to the analysis, Cronbach's Alpha 

coefficient was found as .91. If Cronbach's Alpha coefficient is between .70 and .90, it seems to be a good result 

(Taber, 2018). Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was performed on the scale. As a result of the analysis, it was 

observed that the x2 / sd ratio was 5.0 and the RMSEA value was .000. In addition, CFI = 1.00, GFI = 1.00 and 
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SRMR = .000. Fit indices were at a good level (Kline, 2010). 

Students’ Gender and SES: PISA questionnaires give information about the students’ genders and other variables 

related to students such as the education level of the mother, the education level of the father, the monthly income of 

the family, the number of people in the student's home and the number of books. PISA experts use these factor scores 

to determine the SES variable. 

3.4 Data Analyses 

The research hypotheses were analyzed by using Mplus 6.12 software. The data showed normal distribution based on 

the examination of the skewness and kurtosis coefficients and histogram, box-line and Q-Q graphs. The skewness 

and kurtosis coefficients of the groups were between -2 and +2 (George & Mallery, 2010), and the points were close 

to the 45-degree reference line on the Q-Q plots. In light of this information, the scores did not show a significant 

deviation from the normal distribution. Cronbach Alpha (α) reliability co-efficient was calculated. Pearson 

correlation was conducted to examine whether there was a relationship among the variables. Multilevel structural 

modeling (MSEM) by using it with latent variables (Muthén & Muthén, 2010) was performed. The primary 

assumption of this analysis was that teachers and school data were more homogeneous in themselves than in other 

schools (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). MSEM is used for unbiased estimates for the relationship among variables. 

This method decreases bias in the estimation of direct and indirect effects and ensures accuracy in confidence 

interval (CI) coverage (Preacher et al., 2011). The Bayesian estimation method (in Mplus) was employed to 

strengthen the test of significance of effects. Ten thousand iterations were used for this estimation, using items as 

observed and main constructs as latent variables. This model included students’ genders, SES and parental support at 

the student level (Level 1). At the school level, the variables used were teachers’ hindering, students’ hindering, 

parental support and SES. The fit indices used included chi-square, degree of freedom (df), RMSEA, SRMR, CFI, 

and TLI values (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 

 

4. Findings 

Figure 3 and 4 indicated the results of the SEM model based on the variables in the research. At the student level, the 

findings indicate that there are relationships between students’ gender, SES, parents’ support and their literacy scores 

(Figure 3). At the school level, the findings also show that there are relationships between SES, parents support, 

teachers’ hindering behaviors, students’ hindering behaviors and their literacy scores (Figure 4).   

 

Figure 3. Results of the Model (Student level) 
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Figure 4. Results of the Model (School level) 

 

Table 1. MSEM Estimates, Standard Errors and Confidence Intervals for the Model 

Construct 
Coefficient 

Estimate/SE p 
Estimate SE 

Direct effects (Student level)     

Gender → Stu. Literacy .074 .015 4.875 .00 

SES  → Stu. Literacy .068 .013 4.984 .00 

Parents →Stu. Literacy .086 .013 6.622 .00 

Parents ↔ SES .073 .014 5.391 .00 

Direct effects (School level)     

SES → Stu. Literacy .272 .094 2.901 .00 

Stu. Hin. → Stu. Literacy            -.190 .055 -3.480 .00 

Parents→ Stu. Literacy .593 .101 5.847 .00 

SES → Stu. Hin. .113 .119 0.949 .34 

Parent → Stu. Hin.            -.446 .129 -3.453 .00 

Teacher Hin. → Stu. Hin. .514 .059 8.706 .00 

SES → Teacher Hin. -.280 .118 -2.370 .02 

Parent → Teacher Hin .207 .140 1.477 .14 

SES → Parent .655 .071 9.175 .00 

Indirect effects     

Teacher Hin. → Stu. Hin. → Stu. 

Literacy 
-.097 .028 -3.464 .00 

Parent → Stu. Hin. → Stu. Literacy .085 .024 3.485 .00 

Total indirect effect     

Teacher Hin. → Stu. Literacy -.097 .028 -3.464 .00 

Parent → Stu. Literacy .065 .022 2.880 .00 

 

As is seen in Table 1 and Figure 3 and 4, at the individual student level, female students’ reading literacy scores were 

higher than those of male students (β=.07, p < .05), confirming Hypothesis 1. This means that, on average, female 

students have higher perceptions of their comprehending ability and get higher scores than male students. There is a 

significant relationship between students’ SES (Hypotheses 2 and 5) and their reading literacy scores at student level 

(β=.07, p > .05) and at school level (β=.25, p > .05), implying that students with higher SES backgrounds have 
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higher academic performance. Parental support (Hypotheses 3 and 7a) has a positive impact on students’ reading 

literacy scores at an individual level (β=.09, p > .05) and between schools (β=.60, p > .05), suggesting that parental 

support greatly helps students improve their academic achievement and makes students successful in their school life. 

Additionally, there is a significant relationship between parental support and SES at the student level (β=.09, p > .05) 

and (β=.69, p > .05), proving Hypotheses 4 and 5a. This claims that families with higher SES are more sensitive to 

supporting their children’s academic life.  

Between schools, students’ SES has a significant and negative direct effect on teachers’ hindering behaviors (β =. 

-32, p < .05), confirming Hypothesis 5b. This finding suggests that families with higher SES can force teachers to 

exhibit less hindering behaviors because they are more sensitive to their students’ school life. Additionally, teacher 

hindering behaviors (Hypothesis 6) have a positive and significant direct impact on students’ hindering behaviors 

(β=.52, p < .05), presumably because teachers’ hindering behaviors increase students’ hindering behaviors in their 

classroom. Teachers’ hindering behaviors also have an indirect negative impact on students’ reading literacy scores 

(β=. -10, p < .05), proving Hypothesis 6a. This finding illustrates that teachers’ hindering behaviors disrupt the 

classroom learning environment. For this reason, students cannot obtain qualified learning outcomes. Moreover, 

parental support impacts students’ hindering behaviors negatively (β=.52, p < .05), supporting Hypothesis 7. This 

means that families with supportive attitudes can block their children’s bad behaviors and encourage them to focus 

on their school lives. The last hypothesis (Hypothesis 8) expresses that there is a relationship between students’ 

hindering behaviors and their reading literacy scores. Students’ hindering behaviors have a negative influence on 

their reading scores β=-.19, p < .05). School-level variables explained 78% of students’ literacy scores. As a result, 

the hypothesis was proved and the student level and school level variables have a relationship to the students’ 

reading scores. 

 

5. Discussion 

In this part, a general evaluation of the Turkish students’ reading skills in PISA 2018 was given. After that, the 

interpretation of the main findings was discussed, then limitations of the study were debated and, finally, the paper 

was concluded with recommendations for policy, practice and future research. 

Turkey is one of the ten countries where the difference between the schools is the highest in the area of reading skills. 

In terms of between school performance differences, Turkey is below the OECD average. Thus, Turkey shows a 

significant change in the performance levels of students between schools but changes in the schools are limited. 

Turkey's second level and ratio of students in the reading skills field, showed a 13.9% increase compared to the PISA 

2015 results and reached 73.9%. In addition, there was a significant increase in student ratios at higher levels of 

proficiency. The ratio of students at the fourth level of competence has increased from 5.7% to 13.5%, and the ratio 

of students at the fifth level of proficiency has increased from 0.6% to 3.1%. Turkish students’ average of the mean 

scores in reading skills is 466, although in similar participating countries and economies, it was 453 Turkey ranks 

40th in reading skills out of 79 countries, and 31st among the 37 OECD countries. Turkey was the second country to 

show the highest increase in reading skill average scores in PISA 2018 (MEB, 2019).  

The first hypothesis predicted a significant relationship between students’ genders and their literacy scores. The 

research findings indicate that female students are more successful than male students. This means that female 

students have a stronger belief in their capability to achieve in learning practices and perform well in their teaching 

practices. This research finding supports the results of previous studies (Charles & Luoh, 2003; Freeman, 2004; 

Machin & Mc Nally, 2005; Onuk, 2007), which provided evidence that female students have higher scores than male 

teachers. The reason for this could be explained by the differences in the gender contexts. Female students tend to 

study more responsibly than male students. Especially in developing countries such as Turkey, female students 

should study harder because, in their future lives, it is very hard for them to get a job and they are perfect at 

managing time (Demirtaş & Özer, 2007; Nelson & Nelson, 2003). Therefore, this challenge and capability makes 

them perform well in school practices.  

The second and fifth hypotheses predicted that students’ SES would have a statistically significant effect on their 

reading literacy scores. The research results suggest the hypothesis is correct. Previous research findings pointed out 

that students’ SES has a significant impact on their academic achievement (Brown et al., 2016; Buckingham et al., 

2013; Hanushek, 1997; Özdemir, 2019; Sirin, 2005). These studies show that the academic skills of the students with 

a low socio-economic level are less than those with a high socio-economic level. In their families, parents have 

higher educational status and they also want their children to be well educated and have good jobs so they monitor 

their children’s educational lives closely (Abotsi et al., 2018).  
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The third assumption was that a positive relationship would exist between parental support and students’ academic 

achievement (Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 7a). The results of the analysis supported this assumption. The finding is 

supported by the previous literature (Arslanargun, 2007; Gonida & Cortina, 2014). They expressed the opinion that 

the main reason for parents’ lack of interest is based on not establishing a healthy communication with their children 

early in their development. According to them, parents do not care enough about their children’s psycho-social and 

cognitive development and just take care of their biological needs. They also underlined that parents should motivate 

their children and they should oversee their children’s homework and their school life closely.  

The results also provide evidence to support the fourth hypothesis and Hypothesis 5a, claiming that there is a positive 

significant relationship between SES and parental support. This finding is parallel to the results of the previous 

studies (Chiu & Xihua, 2008; Çiftçi & Çağlar, 2014; OECD, 2019a). The studies state that the families with high 

SES can increase their children’s learning abilities by providing more material for the school and focusing on 

school-related activities. Additionally, they have opportunities to provide the physical and cultural development of 

their children. In other words, parents who have a high SES level show that they are well-educated, conscientious 

about education and they are aware how to support their children in their school lives. 

The fifth finding states that SES has a negative and significant direct effect on teacher hindering behaviors. This 

demonstrates that students with a higher SES level would block teachers’ hindering behaviors because most of these 

students are also successful in their classroom activities and this circumstance make teachers more motivated. In 

other words, they force them to be eager to show a high performance in their classes. Moreover, studies underlined 

that we see teachers’ hindering behaviors less in the schools in the regions where the socio- economic level is high 

because, in these regions, parents are conscientious and can create hidden pressures on teachers and the school. This 

finding is parallel to those of several previous studies (Helstad & Lund, 2012; Vangrieken, Dochy, Raes, & Kyndt, 

2015). These studies claim that SES is one of the vital factors that decreases teachers’ hindering behaviors. Teachers 

show the hindering behaviors mostly because of professional burnout, lack of motivation and an unhealthy learning 

climate. However, if they are motivated and they have a supportive learning climate, they avoid showing hindering 

behaviors. 

The sixth hypothesis suggests that teachers’ hindering behaviors have a significant impact on students’ hindering 

behaviors. This indicates that, if teachers neglect individual students’ needs, are often absent, resist change and have 

poor preparation for classes, these hindering behaviors trigger students’ hindering behaviors. This result is supported 

by previous studies (Gajda & Koliba, 2008; Goddard et al., 2007). These studies claim that teachers’ negative 

attitudes make students unsuccessful in their school lives. Moreover, students’ devotion to school would decrease 

and some of them would leave their schools because of these negative attitudes. On the other hand, supportive and 

motivating behaviors of teachers increase students' commitment to school and their academic success. The other 

hypothesis about teachers’ hindering behaviors states that teachers’ hindering behaviors impact on student 

achievement indirectly. The finding proves this hypothesis. Teachers’ hindering behaviors have a negative and 

indirect effect on student achievement via students’ hindering behaviors. Teachers’ negative behaviors cause an 

unhappy atmosphere in their classes. As a result, students exhibit negative attitudes and behaviors, then they begin to 

ignore their academic lives and be unsuccessful.  

The seventh hypothesis claims that parental support influences students’ hindering behaviors in a negative way. This 

result overlaps with Ong, Phinney and Dennis’ (2006), and Gonida and Cortina’s (2014) studies which provided 

evidence that creating a culture of trust between parents and their children encourages them to be successful in their 

school lives. 

This means that parents who are open to communication, open-hearted, supportive, cooperative and dynamic in 

facilitating students’ learning processes can quickly build relational trust with their children; thus, they can easily 

overcome the problems they face in their school lives. Prior studies have emphasized that parents do not care enough 

about their children’s psycho-social and cognitive development and just take care of their biological needs. Instead, 

parents should motivate their children and they should monitor their children’s homework and their school lives 

closely (Chen, 2008; Gottfried et al., 1994; Wentzel, 1998). If parents neglect their children’s needs and fail to focus 

on their psycho-social and cognitive development, they cause children to behave negatively. As a result of a lack of 

supportive behaviors, children can begin to use illegal drugs and drop out of their schools. 

Finally, the findings provide evidence to suggest that there is a direct and negative relationship between students’ 

hindering behaviors and their academic achievement. This finding supports the available literature, which indicates 

that students’ hindering behaviors influence their academic scores negatively (Barutçu Yıldırım, & Demir, 2019; 

Török, Szabó, & Tóth, 2018). These studies emphasized that students’ hindering behaviors have negative effects on 
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their academic performance and well-being. Additionally, these negative behaviors cause students to drop out of 

their schools. To block this effect, parents, teachers and principals should invest a great deal of effort into creating 

supportive, peaceful and motivating learning climates for children.  

School principals, teachers, parents and the students have a great responsibility in order for the students to be 

successful and become well-educated individuals in the future. The paper tried to reveal the roles of school actors 

and modeled the effects of student-level and school-level variables for quality education and quality school outcomes. 

Now, after interpreting the study’s findings, it is important to acknowledge the limitations of the current research. 

First, there is no data on leadership style of Turkish school principals in PISA 2018. In the model, the effects of 

school principals on students’ reading skill scores are not given but this is the limitation of the study. Turkish policy 

makers should insist on collecting data on leadership styles. Secondly, proportionate sampling ensured a sample that 

represented the entire national population. In this paper, it is a mediation model using cross-sectional data, which 

could lead to biased estimates of the coefficients (Maxwell & Cole, 2007). To minimize these limitations, the 

Bayesian estimation method was used and, therefore, the calculation of direct and indirect effects is strengthened. 

Thirdly, this is a quantitative research and it just puts forward the relationships among some variables. In order to 

obtain a deeper knowledge, researchers should conduct qualitative studies. These further studies would spread more 

light on the effects of the student level and school level variables on student achievement.   
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