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Arastirma Makalesi

Beden Egitimi ve Cocuk Gelisimi Ogrencilerinin Bilissel Esneklik ve Kaynastirma
Egitimine Bakis Acilari !

Cognitive Flexibility of Physical Education and Child Development Students and Their
Perspectives on Inclusive Education

Atike YILMAZ?, Gonca iNCE3, Hiiseyin KIRIMOG LU*

Oz: Arastirma beden egitimi ve gocuk gelisimi &grencilerinin
bilissel esneklik diizeyleri ile kaynastirma egitimine yonelik bakis
acis1 arasindaki iligkinin bazi degiskenler agisindan incelenmesi
amaciyla gergeklestirilmistir. Genel tarama yontemi kullanilan
arastirmanin calisma grubunu Beden Egitimi ve Spor Ogretmenligi
boliimii, Antrendrliik bolimii ve Cocuk Gelisimi bolimii 149 (99
kadin, 50 erkek) Ogrencilerden olusturmaktadir. Arastirmada,
Aksiit ve ark. (2005) tarafindan gelistirilen “’Kaynastirma Egitimi
Anketi’’, Giiliim ve Dag (2012) Tiirkge'ye uyarlanan ‘’Biligsel
Esneklik Envanteri’” ve arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen
“’Kigisel Bilgi Formu’’ kullanilmistir. Aragtirmanin verilerinde
elde edilen bulgularda; yas, cinsiyet, boliim, ailede engelli birey
bulunma durumu, 6zel egitim staji yapma durumu agisindan
anlamli farklilik ¢ikmazken alan stajlarinda kaynastirma 6grencisi
olma durumuna gore kaynastirma egitimine yoOnelik bakig
acilarinda anlamli farklilik ¢ikmustir. Biligsel esneklik diizeyleri ve
kaynastirma egitimine yonelik bakis agist arasindaki korelasyonda
anlamli bir farklilik ¢tkmistir. Sonug olarak stajlarinda kaynastirma
Ogrencisi bulunan 6grencilerin kaynagtirma egitimine yonelik bakig
acilarmin olumlu oldugu ve bu durumun bilissel esneklik diizeyleri
iizerine de olumlu etkisi oldugu ifade edilebilir.

Anahtar sézciikler: Bligsel esneklik, kaynastirma egitimi,
beden egitimi, ¢ocuk gelisimi.
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Abstract: The research was conducted to examine the relationship
between the cognitive flexibility levels of physical education and child
development students and their perspectives on inclusive education in
terms of some variables. The research sample consisted of 149 (99
female, 50 male) students in the Department of Physical Education
and Sports Teaching, the Department of Coaching Education, and
Department of Child Development; and general survey method was
used in the research. “Inclusive Education Survey,” developed by
Aksiit et al. (2005), “Cognitive Flexibility Inventory,” adapted into
Turkish by Giilim and Dag (2012), and “Personal Information Form,”
developed by the researchers, were used in the study. According to the
findings of the study, while no significant difference was found in the
perspectives on inclusive education in terms of age, gender,
department, having a disabled family member, and having internship
experience in special education, a significant difference was detected
according to the existence of inclusion students in the field internships.
A significant difference was found in the correlation between the
cognitive flexibility levels and the perspectives on inclusive
education. In conclusion, it can be stated that the students who had
inclusion students in their internships had positive perspectives on
inclusive education, and this had a positive effect on cognitive
flexibility levels.

Keywords: Cognitive flexibility, inclusive education,
education, child development.
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Just like feelings and behaviors of people vary, how they perceive and interpret the events that
they experience also vary. Here, the factors such as the family structures of the individuals, their socio-
cultural statuses, and the environment they contact becomes important. Individuals are exposed to
information continuously depending on these factors. In consequence, people form their behaviors by
harmonizing this information (Eren, 2010; Beck, 1995). These behaviors are also related to the fact that
how an individual should cope with various problems, whether big or small, that he or she can face
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during daily life. The individual starts to create possible solutions for a problem that emerges and tries
to decide on the best solution (Buga et al., 2018; Cuhadaroglu, 2011). Here, cognitive flexibility process
comes into play. Cognitive flexibility is a person’s awareness of alternative and different solutions and
providing the best solution by adapting to the situations (Martin and Anderson, 1998; Orendain and
Wood, 2012; Silver et al., 2004). At the same time, cognitive flexibility is defined as the skills of
creating options in accordance with the changing environmental conditions and thinking differently
apart from the conventional solutions (Dennis and VanderWal, 2010; Jonassen and Grabowski, 1993).
In this sense, it can be said that cognitive flexibility levels of the individuals who will take part in
children’s education will be effective in the processes of teaching and preparing the teaching
environment. Kili¢ and Demir (2012) stated that cognitive flexibility is among the qualifications that
teachers should possess and also instill in their students. It is stated that cognitive flexibility level of an
individual starts to develop in the early childhood period, and flexible learning environments and giving
the children the same information by diversifying it contribute to the development of cognitive
flexibility level (Giiler, 2009; Spiro et al., 1992). So, we can state that it is important that cognitive
flexibility levels of inclusion students with special needs be improved in the early childhood period as
well as children with normal development. The existence of inclusion students among the students
necessitates the educators to be more attentive in this sense and to enrich the teaching diversities during
the preparations for the teaching process. Inclusive education is that the students with special needs and
the students with normal development are educated together in the same classroom (Batu and Kircaali-
Iftar, 2007; Lewis, Doorlag, 1999). When we examined the perspectives on the inclusive education, it
was stated that the success on inclusion originated from the educators and the educators reported
positively on inclusion (Batu, 2000; Sart et al., 2004; Orel et al., 2004; Sekercioglu, 2010).

The effect of games and sports in the development of children is indisputably important. Games
and sports contribute to children in developing themselves in many areas such as socialization, self-
confidence, decision making, problem solving, cooperation, planning, and personality development
(Capio et al. 2014; Filazoglu Cokluk et al., 2015; Krebs, 2005; Ersoy et al., 2016; Giiven, 2017; Felfe
etal., 2016 ). Gaming and sports environments are educational, instructional, and entertaining activities
with their unique structure in which children can express their feelings and opinions and which have no
place limitation; and they were defined as the most effective learning process, in which children feel
themselves the most comfortable and discover the world, and which involves various thoughts and
experiences and forms the basis of a child’s own world (Aral et al., 2000; Meral and Cinisli, 2015;
Donmez, 2000; Gonen and Dalkilig, 2003; Coban and Nacar, 2006; Jansma, 1999; Erdem, 2003;
Pehlivan, 2005; Brown, 2003; Demirci et al., 2013; Camliyer and Camliyer, 1997).

In conclusion, diversity in teaching methods and techniques that individuals to be assigned in
educational environments will use especially in the education of inclusion students and these
individuals’ abilities to use alternative solutions for the students’ learning are very important. For this
purpose, our study focused on examining the cognitive flexibility levels of university students, who will
be assigned in children’s education processes and who are continuing their education in departments of
physical education teaching, departments of coaching education, and departments of child development
and their perspectives on inclusive education.

Purpose of The Study

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between the cognitive flexibility
levels of physical education teaching, coaching, and child development students and their perspectives
on inclusive education in terms of variables of gender, age, department, having a disabled family
member, having internship experience in special education, and existence of inclusion students in the
field internships. In this context, the following questions were sought to answer;
1.Do the variables of gender, age, department, having a disabled family member, having internship
experience in special education, and the existence of inclusion students in the field internships differ
significantly?
2.1s there a significant relationship between the cognitive flexibility levels of the participants and their
perspectives on inclusive education?

Method

The research method, the research sample, data collection tools, and collection and analysis of
the data were mentioned in this section.
The Research Method
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General survey model, one of the descriptive research methods, was applied in this research.
General survey model is defined as a research method, which aims to describe an existing situation in
its existing form (Karasar, 2005).

The Research Sample

This research was conducted with the voluntary participation of 149 people (99 female, 50
male) in total in the Department of Physical Education and Sports Teaching, the Department of
Coaching Education, and the Department of Child Development at Cukurova University.
Data Collection Tools

“Personal Information Form,” developed by the researchers, “Inclusive Education Survey,”
developed by Aksiit, Battal, and Yildiz (2005), and “Cognitive Flexibility Inventory,” adapted into
Turkish by Giiliim and Dag (2012), were used in the study. Cognitive flexibility levels of the
participants and their perspectives on inclusive education were evaluated in terms of gender, age,
department, having a disabled family member, having internship experience in special education, the
existence of inclusion students in the field internship.

Inclusive education survey is a 5-point Likert scale and was developed by Aksiit, Battal, and
Yaldiz (2005). In scoring of a scale rated in 5-point Likert type, the choices are scored between 1 and
5 points (1 “Completely Disagree”, 2 “Slightly Agree”, 3 “Agree”, 4 “Strongly Agree”, 5 “Completely
Agree”). “1” point denotes the lowest point that can be gotten from the relevant question and shows the
most negative attitude regarding that question. “5” point denotes the highest point that can be gotten
from the relevant question and shows the most positive attitude regarding that question. High scores
that can be obtained from the scale show that an individual perceives herself to be highly qualified in
inclusive education, and low scores show that the individual perceives herself to be poorly qualified.
The maximum score that can be obtained from the scale is 130 and the minimum score is 26.

Cognitive Flexibility Inventory is a 12-item scale, which was developed by Dennis and Van der
Wal in 2010 in order to determine the cognitive flexibility levels of individuals. The scale was adapted
into Turkish by Giiliim and Dag in 2012. It consisted of 20 items in total. The scale is a 5-point Likert
type scale. In scoring of a scale rated in 5-point Likert type, the statements are scored between 1 and 5
points (1 “Totally Inappropriate”, 2 “Not so appropriate”, 3 “Undecided”, 4 “Appropriate”, 5 “Totally
Appropriate”). The highest score is 200 and the lowest is 20. The highest the score, the highest the
cognitive flexibility. Cronbach’s alpha value was found to be 0.90 for the whole scale (Dennis and Wal,
2010; Giilim and Dag, 2012).
Data Collection and Analysis

The analysis of the data was conducted on SPSS 21 software. Firstly, frequencies and
percentage distributions of the variables were given. Whether the variables fit the normal distribution
was tested with the Shapiro-Wilk test and it was detected that all the variables were distributed normally.
The t-test was used for the variables with 2 categories and the ANOVA test was used for the variables
with more than 2 categories. The categories of the variables in which differences were detected in
consequence of the Anova test were compared in pairs by using the Tukey test. Correlation analysis
was performed. The level of significance was p<0.05 in the research.
Findings

This section includes the results of the correlations between age, gender, department, having a
disabled family member, having internship experience in special education, the existence of inclusion
students in the internships, and cognitive flexibility levels and perspectives on inclusive education.

According to the demographic information of the participants, it was found that 66.4% (99) of
them were female and 33.6% (50) were male in terms of the gender variable; 51% (76) were students
in the department of child development, 22.1% (33) were students in the department of physical
education and sports, 26.8% (40) were students in the department of coaching education; 13.4% (20)
were between the age of 18-20, 59.7% (89) were between the age of 21-23, 18.8% (28) were between
the age of 24-26, 8.1% (12) were over 26; according to having internship experience in special
education, 71.1% (106) of the students replied yes and 28.9% (43) of the students replied no; in terms
of the variable of having a disabled family member, 14.8% (22) of the students replied yes, and 85.2%
(127) of the students replied no; according to existence of inclusion students in their internships, 51%
(76) of the students replied yes and 49% (73) of the students replied no.
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According to the t-test results of the participants in terms of the gender variable, no significant
difference was found between the perspectives on inclusive education and the cognitive flexibility
levels in terms of the gender variable (p>0.05 ). According to the t-test results of the participants in
terms of the variable of having internship experience in special education, no significant difference was
found between the perspectives on inclusive education and the cognitive flexibility levels (p>0.05).
According to the t-test results of the participants in terms of the variable of having a disabled family
member, no significant difference was found between the perspectives on inclusive education and the
cognitive flexibility levels (p>0.05 ). In Table 5, according to the t-test results in terms of the variable
of the existence of inclusion students in the internships significant difference was found in the
perspectives on inclusive education (p<0.05), and no significant difference was found in the cognitive
flexibility levels (p>0.05). In Table 6, no significant difference was found in the participants’
perspectives on inclusive education according to the age variable (p>0.05). However, a significant
difference was found in their cognitive flexibility levels (p<0.05). In Table 7, according to Anova test
results in terms of the variable of participants’ department, no significant difference was found between
the perspectives on inclusive education and the cognitive flexibility levels (p>0.05). In Table 8, the
results of correlation analysis between the perspectives on inclusive education and cognitive flexibility
were found to be positively significant. It can be said that the more cognitive flexibility level increases,
the more positive the perspectives on inclusive education become.

Discussion and Conclusion

In the findings of this research conducted to examine the relationship between the cognitive
flexibility levels of the university students and their perspectives on inclusive education in terms of
some variables; no significant difference was found between the participants’ perspectives on inclusive
education and their cognitive flexibility levels in terms of the variables of gender, age, having internship
experience in special education, having a disabled family member, and their departments (p>0.05).
However, a significant difference was found in the participants' perspectives on inclusive education in
terms of the existence of inclusion students in their internships (p<0,05), and no significant difference
was found in their cognitive flexibility levels (p>0.05). The result of the correlation analysis between
the perspectives on inclusive education and the cognitive flexibility level was found positively
significant. According to this finding, it can be said that the more cognitive flexibility level increases,
the more positive the perspectives on inclusive education become. Because any studies similar to this
study could not be reached in the literature, studies that are similar in terms of the scales used in this
study will be discussed here. In their study on the cognitive flexibility levels of candidates applied for
the sports sciences special talent exam, Certel et al (2017) stated that no difference was found in terms
of gender. Uziimcii and Miiezzin (2017) found that cognitive flexibility levels were not found
significant in terms of gender in their study on teachers’ cognitive flexibility and job satisfaction levels.
Dolape¢1 (2013) stated that no significant difference was found in the gender variable in teacher
candidates’ general scoring on inclusive education in his doctoral dissertation. In the fieldworks (Okyay
et al., 2016; Bayar and Ustiin, 2017) conducted on inclusive education, no significant difference was
reported. This finding is in parallel with our study. As the concept of cognitive flexibility is a skill
involving the learning process at the same time (Canas, Quesada, Antoli and Fajardo, 2003), we can
argue that the gender variable does not affect the cognitive flexibility level and the perspective on
inclusive education.

When the relationship was examined in terms of the age variable; in his study, Aker (2014)
stated that teacher candidates’ attitudes towards inclusion did not differ according to age. In his study
on evaluating the knowledge of physical education teachers who were assigned at secondary stage on
inclusion and their perspectives on the disabled students in their classrooms; Ertung (2008) stated that
teachers with young age and less professional seniority were more open to learning, innovative,
investigative, and eager, and looked at inclusive education more positively compared with the teachers
with more professional seniority and older ages. Uziimcii and Miiezzin (2017) stated that cognitive
flexibility levels were not found significant in terms of the age variable in their study. These results
support our result on the age variable in this study, while they are not in parallels with our study
regarding the cognitive flexibility level. In this sense, we can say that while age does not affect
perspective on inclusive education, it is effective in cognitive flexibility level. When it was examined
in terms of having internship experience in special education, In his study, Aker (2014) found that
attitudes of teacher candidates towards inclusion did not differ according to whether they had taken any
classes on inclusive education. In their study, Sahbaz and Kalay (2010) stated that no significant
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difference was found between the preschool teacher candidates’ perspectives on inclusion according to
whether they took classes on special education or not. This finding also supports our study. In contrast,
in his study, Dolapg1 (2013) reported that a significant result was found according to the variable of
receiving inclusive education when compared with the general scores. According to the variable of
having a disabled family member/relative, no significant result was found in our study. In also other
studies, it was found that the variable of having a disabled family member/relative did not affect the
attitudes and perspectives on inclusion (Aker, 2014; Dolape¢i, 2013; Kayhan et al., 2012; Sar1 and
Bozgeyikli, 2002). These results also support our study and we can say that having a disabled family
member/relative does not affect the perspectives on inclusion.

When the relationship was examined in terms of the department; no significant result was
reached. In contrast to our study, Aker (2014) reported that inclusion attitudes of teacher candidates
receiving education in the department of teaching the mentally disabled were found to be higher
(positive) than those of the students receiving education in the departments of primary school teaching
and other branches of teaching, and also the inclusion attitudes of teacher candidates receiving education
in the department of primary school teaching were found to be higher (positive) than those of the
students receiving education in the departments of other branches of teaching. In our study, the
departments of physical education, coaching, and child development were examined and the result of
our study is thought to originate from the differences in the departments. In their study on the views of
teacher candidates on the inclusion of disabled students, Magden and Avci (1997) stated that teacher
candidates’ departments in which they receive education caused differences in their views on inclusion.
However, Sar1 and Bozgeyikli (2002) stated that no significant difference was found between the
teacher candidates’ views on inclusive education who graduated from different departments by taking
classes in special education. In his study which he conducted with teachers and teacher candidates,
Cuhadaroglu (2011) investigated the predictors of cognitive flexibility and stated that the cognitive
flexibility levels of the participants did not differ according to the departments in which they received
education, and the participants who received education in verbal departments got the highest score in
the cognitive flexibility scale, the participants who received education in the art departments came
second, and the participants who received education in the gquantitative departments got the lowest
scores. According to the variable of the existence of inclusion students in the participants’ internships,
a significant difference was found in the perspectives of the participants on inclusive education. The
other studies (Aker, 2014; Demir and Agar, 2011; Temel, 2000) in literature also support the findings
of our results. In this sense, we can say that teachers or teacher candidates who interact and
communicate with inclusion students have positive views on the education of inclusion students.
However, because no significant difference was found in the cognitive flexibility levels in our study, it
can be said that whether there exist inclusion students or not in the participants’ internships do not affect
cognitive flexibility levels.

In conclusion, in this study, conducted to examine the relationship between the cognitive
flexibility levels of university students and their perspectives on inclusive education in terms of some
variables, the students who had inclusion students in their field internships had positive perspectives on
inclusive education, and this also affected the cognitive flexibility levels positively.

1. GIRIS

Insanlarin duygu ve davramslar: farklilik gosterdigi gibi, yasadiklari olaylari nasil algiladiklari
ve yorumladiklar1 da birbirinden farklilik gdstermektedir. Bu noktada bireylerin aile yapisi, sosyo
kiiltiirel durumlari, temas ettikleri ¢evre gibi faktorler etkili olmaktadir. Bireyler bu faktorlere baglh
olarak devamli bilgiye maruz kalmaktadir. Bunun neticesinde de insanlar bu bilgileri harmanlayarak
davraniglarini olusturmaktadir (Beck, 1995; Eren, 2010). Bu davraniglar bireyin giinliik yasami
icerisinde karsilagabilecegi ve karsisina ¢ikan biiyiik veya kiiciik cesitli sorunlarla nasil ve ne sekilde
basa ¢ikmasi gerektigi ile de baglantilidir. Birey ortaya ¢ikan sorun i¢in olasi ¢éziim yollar1 liretmeye
baglar ve en iyi ¢Oziime karar vermeye calisir (Buga ve digerleri, 2018; Cuhadaroglu, 2011). Burada
devreye biligsel esneklik siireci girmektedir. Biligsel esneklik, bireyin alternatif veya farkli ¢oziim
yollarmin farkinda olmasi ve bulundugu duruma uyum gostererek en dogru ¢6ziimii liretebilmesidir
(Martin ve Anderson, 1998; Orendain ve Wood, 2012; Silver ve digerleri, 2004). Baska bir ifadeyle
biligsel esneklik; bireyin i¢inde bulundugu degisen cevresel sartlara gore segenek iiretebilme ve
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alisilagelmis ¢6ziimlerin disinda farkli diisiinme becerileri (Dennis ve Vander, 2010; Jonassen ve
Grabowski, 1993) seklinde de tanimlanmaktadir.

Bu manada, ¢ocuklarin egitimlerinde yer alacak olan bireylerin biligsel esneklik diizeylerinin
Ogretme ve 6grenme ortami hazirlama siireglerinde etkili olabilecegi sdylenebilir. Kili¢c ve Demir (2012)
bilissel esnekligin Ogretmenler tarafindan sahip olunmasi gereken bir oOzellik oldugunu ve
yetistirecekleri 6grencilerde de bu 6zelligi kazandirmalarinin gerekli oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Bireyin,
biligsel esneklik diizeyinin erken ¢ocukluk donemi itibari ile olgunlagsmaya basladigi ve bunda esnek
O0grenme ortamlarimin ¢esitlendirilerek verilmesinin katki sagladigi (Giiler, 2009; Spiro ve
digerleri,1992) belirtilmektedir. Bu dogrultuda normal gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklar gibi 6zel gereksinimli
kaynastirma ogrencilerinin de biligsel esneklik diizeylerinin erken ¢ocukluk doénemi igerisinde
gelistirilmelidir. Ayrica egitimcilerin kaynastirma 6grencilerine yonelik daha 6zenli ve 6grencilerin
ihtiyaclar1 dogrultusunda, ogretme cesitliliklerini zenginlestirmelerinin 6neminin ortaya ¢iktigini
sOyleyebiliriz. Kaynagtirma egitimi; normal gelisim gosteren Ogrenciler ile 6zel gereksinimli
ogrencilerin birlikte ayn1 sinif ortaminda uygun desteklerin saglanmasiyla gerceklestirilen egitim olarak
tammlanmustir (Batu ve Kircaali-Iftar, 2007; Lewis ve Doorlag, 1999). Kaynastirma egitimine yonelik
bakis acilar1 incelendiginde, yapilan calismalarda, kaynastirmaya yonelik basarinin egitimcilerden
kaynaklandig1 ve egitimcilerin kaynastirmaya yonelik olumlu goriis bildirdikleri (Batu, 2000; Sart ve
digerleri, 2004; Orel ve digerleri, 2004; Sekercioglu, 2010) belirtilmesine ragmen, aksi goriislerde
mevcuttur (Sadioglu, Bilgin, Batu ve Oksal, 2013; Uysal, 2004; Bilen, 2007). Ancak kaynastirma
egitiminin basarili olabilmesinin tek unsuru egitimciler degildir. Normal gelisim gosteren 6grenciler,
okul yonetimi, aileler, egitim ortamlar1 ve destek 6zel egitim hizmetleri de bir biitiin olarak etkilidir
(Batu ve Kircaali-iftar, 2009).

Cocuklarin geligimlerinde oyun ve sporun etkisi tartismasiz 6nem arz etmektedir. Oyun ve spor
yolu ile ¢ocuklar sosyallesme, kendine giiven duygusu, karar verme, problem c¢ozme, isbirligi,
planlama, kisilik gelisimi gibi bircok alanda gelisimlerine katki saglamaktadir (Capio ve digerleri, 2014;
Filazoglu Cokluk ve ark. 2015; Krebs, 2005; Ersoy ve digerleri, 2016; Giiven, 2017; Felfe ve digerleri,
2016 ). Oyun ve spor ortamlari, kendine 6zgli yapisiyla, gocugun duygu ve diisiincelerini 6zgiirce ifade
edilebildigi bir ortamdir. Mekan smirlamasi olmayan egitici, 6gretici ve eglendirici faaliyetlerdir.
Kendilerini en rahat hissettikleri, diinyay1 kesfettikleri, ¢esitli diisiince ve tecriibeleri iginde barindiran
ve ¢ocugun kendi diinyasinin temelini olusturan en etkili 6grenme siireci olarak (Aral ve digerleri, 2000;
Meral ve Cinisli, 2015; Donmez, 2000; Gonen ve Dalkilig, 2003; Coban ve Nacar, 2006; Jansma, 1999;
Erdem, 2003; Pehlivan, 2005; Brown, 2003; Demirci ve digerleri, 2013; Camliyer ve Camliyer, 1997)
tanimlanmigtir. Oyun ortami egitimci tarafindan hazirlanirken planlama, uygulama ve degerlendirme
asamalariin verimli bir bigimde kullanilmasi gereklidir. Ogrencilerin gelisimsel ozellikleri ve
diizeylerine uygun ortamlar olusturulmasinda egitimcinin diger biligsel siirecleri kadar bilissel esneklik
stireclerini de ne kadar etkili kullandig1 6nemlidir.

Bu dogrultuda, egitim ortamlarinda gorev alacak bireylerin kaynastirma 6grencilerine yonelik
sunacagl egitimde, kullanacaklari 6gretim yontemleri, teknikleri ve cesitlilik kadar G6grencinin
Ogrenmesi icin alternatif ¢oziim yollarim1 kullanabilmesi ¢ok onemlidir. Bu amagla ¢alismamiz,
cocuklarin egitim siireglerinde gorev alacak olan beden egitimi 6gretmenligi, antrendrliik ve ¢ocuk
gelisimi boliimlerinde egitimlerine devam eden {iniversite 6grencilerinin biligsel esneklik diizeyleri ile
kaynastirma egitimine yonelik bakis agilarmin incelenmesi iizerine odaklanmistir. Bu kapsamda
asagidaki sorulara cevap aranmistir;

1. Katilimcilarin cinsiyet, yas, boliim, ailede engelli birey olup olmamasi, 6zel egitim staji
yapma durumu, staj yaparken kaynastirma 6grencisi olup olmama degiskenlerine gore
anlaml farklilik gostermekte midir?

2. Katilimeilarin biligsel esneklik diizeyleri ve kaynastirma egitimine yonelik bakis agilari
arasinda iliski var midir?

2. YONTEM

Bu béliimde; aragtirmanin yontemi, ¢alisma grubu, veri toplama araglari, verilerin toplanmasi ve
analizine iliskin bilgiler yer almaktadir.
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2.1. Arastirma Yontemi

Bu arastirma betimsel arastirma yontemlerinden biri olan, genel tarama modelinde
desenlenmistir. Genel tarama modeli, var olan bir durumu, var oldugu sekli ile tanimlamay1 amaglayan
arastirma metodu olarak Karasar (2005) tarafindan agiklanmaktadir.

2.2.Calisma Grubu

Bu aragtirma, Cukurova Universitesi Beden Egitimi ve Spor Ogretmenligi Béliimii, Antrendrliik
Egitimi Bolimii ve Cocuk Gelisimi boliimii olmak iizere toplam 149 (99 kadin, 50 erkek) kisinin
goniilli katilimi ile yapilmistir.

2.3.Veri Toplama Araclari

Arastirmada aragtirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen “’Kisisel Bilgi Formu’’, Aksiit, Battal ve Yaldiz
(2005)’1n gelistirdikleri “Kaynagtirma Egitimi Anketi” ve Giiliim ve Dag (2012) tarafindan Tiirkce’ye
uyarlanan “’Biligsel Esneklik Envanteri’” kullanilmigtir.

Kaynastirma egitimi anketi; Aksiit, Battal ve Yaldiz (2005)’1n gelistirdikleri dl¢ek ilk olarak,
Afyon Kocatepe Universitesi Usak Egitim Fakiiltesi Sinif Ogretmenligi béliimiinde 4. Sinifa devam
eden 202 6gretmen adayi ile calisilmustir. 5°1i likert tipi bir 6l¢ektir. Besli Likert tipinde derecelendirilen
Olcek puanlamasinda maddeler 1 ile 5 puan (1 “Hi¢ Katilmiyorum”, 2 “Az Katiliyorum”, 3
“Katiliyorum”, 4 “Cok Katiliyorum”, 5 “Tamamen Katiliyorum”) arasinda puanlanmaktadir. “1” puan
ilgili maddeden alinacak en diisiik puan1 ve ilgili maddeye iligkin en olumsuz tutumu gostermektedir.
“5” puan ise ilgili maddeden alinabilecek en yiiksek puani ve ilgili maddeye iliskin en olumlu tutumu
ifade etmektedir. Olgekten alinan yiiksek puanlar kaynastirma egitiminde kisinin kendisini yiiksek
diizeyde yeterli olarak algiladigini, diisiik puanlar ise kendisini diisiik diizeyde yeterli olarak algiladigini
gostermektedir. Olgekten alimabilecek maximum puan 130 iken minimum puan ise 26’dir (Ozkuloglu,
2015).

Biligsel Esneklik Envanteri; kisilerin biligsel esneklik diizeylerini belirleyebilmek amaciyla
Dennis ve VanderWal tarafindan 2010 yilinda gelistirilmistir. Olgegin Tiirkce formunun uyarlanmasi
Gilim ve Dag tarafindan 2012 yilinda gergeklestirilmistir. Toplam 20 maddeden iki alt boyuttan
(alternatifler alt boyutu ve kontrol alt boyutu) olugsmaktadir. Alternatifler alt 6lgegi yasam boyunca
ortaya ¢ikan durumlari ve insan davraniglarinin olasi alternatiflerinin olabilecegini algilama becerisi ve
zor durumlarin ¢oziilebilmesi i¢in ¢ok sayida ¢6ziim iiretme becerisini 6l¢mektedir. Kontrol alt 6lgegi
ise, zor durumlari kontrol edilebilmeyi algilama egilimini l¢gmektedir. Olgek, 5°1i likert tipi bir dlcektir.
Besli Likert tipinde derecelendirilen 6l¢ek puanlamasinda maddeler 1 ile 5 puan (1 “Hi¢ uygun degil”,
2 “Pek uygun degil”, 3 “Kararsizim”, 4 “Uygun”, 5 “Tamamen uygun”) arasinda puanlanmaktadir.
Olgekten alinabilecek en yiiksek puan 200 ve en diisiik puan 20°dir. Alinan puan arttik¢a bilissel
esnekligin de arttig1 kabul edilmistir. Olgegin Tiirkge uyarlamasinda cronbach alfa degeri 0.90,
alternatifler alt boyutu Cronbach a=0.89 ve kontrol alt boyutu Cronbach a=0.85 olarak bulunmustur
(Giiliim ve Dag, 2012).

2.4.Veri Analizi

Verilerin analiz SPSS 21 paket programinda gergeklestirilmistir. Oncelikle degiskenlerin frekans
ve yiizde dagilimlart verilmistir. Degiskenlerin normallik dagilimi test edilmis normal dagilim
gostermedigi tespit edilmistir. Verilerde ikili degiskenler i¢in Mann Whitney U testi, li¢ ve daha fazla
degiskenler igin Kruskall Wallis testleri yapilmistir. 1liski icin Korelasyon analizi yapilmistir.
Arastirmada p<0,05 olarak alinmstir.

3. BULGULAR

Bu béliimde, yas, cinsiyet, boliim, ailede engelli birey bulunma durumu, 6zel egitim staji1 yapma
durumu, stajlarinda kaynastirma 6grencisi olma durumu ve biligsel esneklik diizeyleri ve kaynastirma
egitimine yonelik bakis acis1 arasindaki korelasyon tablolar1 yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 1. Katilimcilarin degiskenlere gore yiizde ve frekans dagilim tablosu

Degiskenler N %
Kadm 99 66.4
Cinsiyet Erkek 50 33.6
Cocuk Gelisimi 76 51.0
Ogrencinin Okudugu Béliim Beden Egitimi 33 221
Ogretmenligi
Antrenorliik 40 26.8
18-20 yas 20 134
Yas 21-23 yag 89 59.7
24 ve lizeri yas 40 26.8
Ozel Egitim Staji yapma durumu  Evet 106 711
Hayir 43 28.9
Ailede Engel Bireyin Olma Evet 22 14.8
Durumu Hayir 127 852
Stajinda Kaynastirma Evet 76 51.0
o6grencisinin olma durumu Hayir 73 490
Toplam 149 100

Tablo 2. Katilimcilarin cinsiyet degiskenine gore Mann Whitney U test sonuglari

Cinsiyet | n Sira ort. Sira top. U p
Kaynagtirma Olgegi Kadin 99 74,76 7401,00 2451,000 ,923
Erkek 50 75,48 3774,00
Biligsel Alternatifler ~ Kadm 99 71,62 7090,50 2140500 ,178
5?25;“ Erkek 50 81,69 4084,50
Kontrol Kadin 99 77,33 7655,50 2244500  ,353
Erkek 50 70,39 3519,50

Tablo 2’de katilimcilarin cinsiyet degiskeni agisindan kaynastirma egitimine yoOnelik goriisleri ve
biligsel esneklik alternatifler ve kontrol alt boyutlarinda anlamli farkliliga rastanmamistir (p>0.05 ).

Tablo 3. Katilimeilarin Ozel Egitim Staji Yapma Durumuna Gére Mann Whitney U test sonuglari

O.ESY. n Sira ort. Sira top. U p
Kaynastirma Olgegi Evet 106 77,00 8162,50 2066,500 ,373
Hayir 43 70,06 3012,50
Bilisse! Alternatifler  Evet 106 78,00 8267,50 1961,500 ,183
5?25;'k Hayir 43 67,62 2907,50
Kontrol Evet 106 70,14 7435,00 1764,000 ,031
Hayir 43 86,98 3740,00

214



Atike YILMAZ, Gonca INCE, Hiiseyin KIRIMOGLU

Tablo 3’de katilimcilarin 6zel egitim staji yapma durumlarina gére kaynastirma egitimine yonelik
goriisleri ve biligsel esneklik alternatifler alt boyutunda anlamh farkliliga rastlanmamistir (p>0.05 ).
Ancak biligsel esneklik kontrol alt boyutunda anlaml farkliliga (p<0.05) rastlanmistir. Bu anlamliligin
sira ortalama puanlarinda hayir diyenlerin (sira ort.= 86.98), evet diyenlere gore (sira ort.= 70.14)
anlamlilik diizeyinin daha yiiksek oldugu belirlenmistir.

Tablo 4. Katilimeilarin Ailede Engelli Birey Olma Durumuna gére Man Whitney U test Sonuglart

AEBO. n Sira ort. Sira top. U p
Kaynastirma Olgegi Evet 22 72,95 1605,00 1352,000 ,810
Hayir 127 75,35 9570,00
Biligsel Alternatifler ~ Evet 22 76,50 1683,00 1364,000 ,860
Esneklik Hayir 127 74,74 9492,00
Olgegi
Kontrol Evet 22 73,70 1621,50 1368,500 ,879
Hayir 127 75,22 9553,50

Tablo 4’de katilimcilarin ailede engelli birey olma durumuna gore kaynastirma egitimine yonelik
goriisleri ve biligsel esneklik alternatifler ve kontrol alt boyutlarinda anlamli farkliliga
rastlanmamugtir (p>0.05 ).

Tablo 5. Katilimeilarin Stajlarinda Kaynastirma Ogrencisi Olma Durumuna Goére Man Whitney
U test Sonuglari

S.XK.0.0. n Sira ort. Sira top. U p

Kaynagtirma Olgegi Evet 76 82,42 6264,00 2210,000 ,032
Hayir 73 67,27 4911,00

Biligsel Alternatifler Evet 76 78,80 5989,00 2485,000 ,272

Esneklik

Olgesi Hayir 73 71,04 5186,00

Kontrol Evet 76 72,51 5510,50 2584,500 ,471

Hayir 73 77,60 5664,50

Tablo 5’de katilimcilarin stajlarinda kaynastirma 6grencisi olup olmama durumuna gore gore
kaynastirma egitimine yonelik goriislerinde anlamli farkliliga (p<0,05) rastlanmistir. Bu
farkliligin sira ortalama puanlarina gore evet diyenlerin (sira ort.=82.42) hayir diyenlere (sira
ort.=67.27) oranla daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir. Biligsel esneklik alternatifler ve kontrol
alt boyutlarinda ise anlamli farkliliga rastlanmamustir (p>0.05 ).

Tablo 6. Katilimcilarin Yas Degiskenine Gore Kruskall Wallis Sonuglari

Yas n Swraort. sd %2 P
Kaynastirma Olgegi 18-20 20 73,55
21-23 89 76,52 2 ,284 ,868
24 ve lzeri 40 72,35
Biligsel Alternatifler 18-20 20 63,25
(Ejsl;‘jgi'ik 21-23 89 77,29 2 1,750 417
24 ve uzeri 40 75,78
Kontrol 18-20 20 83,25
21-23 89 72,38 2 1,127 ,569
24 ve Uzeri 40 76,71
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Tablo 6’da katilimcilarin yas degiskenine gore kaynastirma egitimine yonelik goriislerinde ve

bilissel esneklik dlcegi alternatif ve kontrol alt boyutlarinda anlaml farklihiga rastlanmamistir
(p<0.05).

Tablo 7. Katilimcilarin Okuduklar1 Boliim degiskenine gore Kruskall Wallis Sonuglari

Boliim n Sira ort. sd %2 P
Kaynastirma Olgegi Cocuk 76 80,93
Gelisimi 2 3,537 17
Beden Egitimi 33 73,14
Ogretmenligi
Antrenorlik 40 65,26
Biligsel Alternatifler Cocuk 76 71,78
Esneklik lisimi
(")?ZSgil Gelisimi 2 2,304 316
Beden Egitimi 33 85,02
Ogretmenligi
Antrenorliik 40 72,85
Kontrol Cocuk 76 74,06
Gelisimi 2 5,492 064
Beden Egitimi 33 63,06
Ogretmenligi
Antrenorlik 40 86,64

Tablo 7°de katilimcilarin okuduklar1 boliim degiskenine gore kaynastirma egitimine ydnelik
goriisleri ve biligsel esneklik alternatifler ve kontrol alt boyutlarinda anlamli farkliliga
rastlanmamustir (p>0.05 ).

Tablo 8. Kaynastirma ve Biligsel Esneklik Arasindaki Korelasyon Analizi
Bilissel Esneklik

Kaynastirma Egitimi A70™

Tablo 8’de Kaynastirma egitimine yonelik goriisler ve bilissel esneklik arasindaki korelasyon
pozitif yonde anlamli ¢ikmistir. Bu dogrultuda, bilissel esneklik diizeyi arttikga kaynastirma
egitimine yonelik goriislerin pozitif yonde arttig1 sdylenebilir.

4. TARTISMA ve SONUC

Bu ¢aligma, tiniversite 6grencilerinin biligsel esneklik diizeyleri ile kaynastirma egitimine
yonelik bakis agis1 arasindaki iliskinin bazi degiskenler agisindan incelenmesi amaciyla
gerceklestirilmistir. Calismanin elde edilen bulgularinda; katilimcilarin cinsiyet, yas, 6zel egitim
ile ilgili staj yapma durumlari, ailede engelli birey olma durumu ve okuduklar1 bolim
degiskenleri agisindan kaynastirma egitimine yonelik goriisleri ve biligsel esneklik diizeylerinde
anlamli farklilik ¢ikmamistir (p>0.05). Ancak, katilimecilarin stajlarinda kaynagtirma 6grencisi
olup olmama durumuna gore kaynastirma egitimine yonelik goriislerinde anlamli farklilik
(p<0,05) c¢ikmustir. Bunun yaninda, biligsel esneklik diizeylerinde 6zel egitim staji yapma
durumlarina gore kontrol alt boyutunda anlamli farkliliga rastlanmistir (p<0.05). Kaynastirma
egitimine yonelik goriisler ve bilissel esneklik arasindaki korelasyon analizi pozitif yonde anlaml
cikmistir. Bu bulguya gore, biligsel esneklik diizeyi arttikga kaynastirma egitimine yonelik
goriislerinde pozitif yonde oldugu sdylenebilir. Alan yazinda ¢alismamizla benzerlik gosteren
diger calismalarla tartisma yapilacaktir. Cinsiyet degiskeni agisindan incelendigine, Certel ve
digerleri (2017) spor bilimleri 6zel yetenek sinavina bagvuran adaylarin biligsel esneklik
diizeylerini inceledikleri ¢alismada cinsiyet agisindan fark olmadigim, Uziimcii ve Miiezzin
(2017) ogretmenlerin biligsel esneklik diizeylerinin cinsiyet degiskeni acisindan anlamlh
¢ikmadigini, Dolapg1 (2013) yapmis oldugu doktora tez ¢alismasinda Ggretmen adaylarinin
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kaynastirma egitimi genel puanlamasinda cinsiyet degiskeninde anlamli bir farklilik ¢itkmadigini
belirtmislerdir. Kaynastirma egitimine yonelik yapilan alan calismalarinda da (Bayar ve Ustiin,
2017; Okyay ve digerleri, 2016) cinsiyet degiskeni agisindan anlamli bir farklilik ¢gikmadigini
bildirmistir. Bu da c¢alismamizla paralellik gostermektedir. Bilissel esneklik kavrami, ayni
zamanda 6grenme siireci anlamini da iceren bir beceri oldugundan (Canas ve digerleri, 2003),
cinsiyet degiskeninin biligsel esneklik diizeyini ve kaynastirma egitimine yonelik bakis agisini
etkilemedigini soyleyebiliriz.

Yas degiskeni agisindan incelendiginde; Aker (2014) yapmis oldugu ¢alismada 6gretmen
adaylarinin kaynastirmaya karsi tutumlarinin yasa gore farklilik gostermedigi, Ertung (2008)’un
yapmis oldugu calismada; yas ve mesleki kidemleri daha az olan 6gretmenlerin, meslekte
deneyimli ve ileri yas grubundaki egitimcilere gore kaynastirma egitimine daha olumlu yonde
baktiklar1, Uziimcii ve Miiezzin (2017) calismasinda bilissel esneklik diizeylerinin yas degiskeni
acisindan anlamli ¢ikmadigini belirtmiglerdir. Bu sonuglar ¢alismamizda kaynastirma egitimine
yonelik yas degiskeni sonucumuzu desteklerken, biligsel esneklik diizeyinde paralellik
gostermemektedir. Bu manada yas degiskeni kaynastirma egitimine yonelik bakis agsini
etkilemezken, biligsel esneklik diizeyinde etkili oldugunu sdyleyebiliriz. Ozel egitim ile ilgili staj
yapma durumu degiskeni acisindan incelendiginde, Aker (2014) calismasinda &gretmen
adaylarinin kaynastirma tutumlar kaynastirma egitimi hakkinda herhangi bir ders alip
almamasina gore farklilik gostermedigini, Sahbaz ve Kalay (2010)’1n yapmis olduklari1 calismada
Ozel egitim dersi alan ve almayan okuldncesi Ogretmen adaylarinin kaynastirmaya iliskin
goriislerinde anlamli bir farklilik olmadigini belirtmiglerdir. Bu da g¢alismamizi destekler
niteliktedir. Aksine Dolapg1 (2013) yapmis oldugu c¢alismada, kaynastirma egitimi alma
durumlar1 agisindan genel puana gore anlamli sonug ¢iktigini bildirmistir. Calismamizda 6zel
egitim staji1 yapma durumlarina gore kontrol alt boyutunda anlamli farkliliga rastlanmis ve bu
anlamliligin hayir diyenler lehine oldugu belirlenmistir. Biligsel esneklik kontrol alt boyutu,
bireylerin zor durumlari algilayabilme ve kontrol edebilme 6zelliklerini 6l¢mektedir. Bu manada
Ozel egitim staji yapmayanlarin zor durumlari algilayabilme ve kontrol edebilme diizeylerinin
daha yiiksek oldugunu sdyleyebiliriz. Ailede/yakin c¢evrede engelli birey olup olmama
degiskenine goére calismamizda anlamli bir sonu¢ c¢ikmamistir. Yapilan calismalarda da
ailede/yakin ¢evrede engelli birey olup olmama degiskeninin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutum ve
gorisleri etkilemedigi sonucu ¢ikarilmistir (Aker, 2014; Dolapgi, 2013; Kayhan ve digerleri,
2012; Sar1 ve Bozgeyikli, 2002). Bu sonuglarda ¢alismamizi destekler nitelikte olup ailede/yakin
cevrede engelli birey olma durumunun kaynastirmaya yonelik gorisleri etkilemedigini
sOyleyebiliriz.

Okuduklart boliim degiskeni acisindan incelendiginde; ¢alismamizda anlamli bir sonug
¢ikmamigtir. Caligmamizin aksine Aker (2014) yaptigi calismada brans degiskenine gore
Ogretmen adaylar arasindaki kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarin farklilastigini, zihinsel engelliler
Ogretmenligi boliimiinde okuyan 6grencilerin diger brang 6gretmen adaylarina gore daha yiiksek
oldugu, siif 6gretmenligi boliimiinde okuyan 6grencilerin ise diger brans 6gretmen adaylarina
gore daha yiiksek diizeyde kaynastirmaya yonelik tutuma sahip olduklarmi bildirmistir.
Calismamizda da benzer olarak beden egitimi, antrendrliik ve ¢ocuk gelisimi béliimlerine
bakilmis olup, ¢ikan sonucun boliim farkliklarindan kaynaklandigi diisiiniilmektedir. Magden ve
Avcl (1997) yapmis olduklari galismada 6gretmen adaylarmin O6grenim gordikleri boliim
degiskenine gore kaynastirmaya iliskin gorislerinde farklilik oldugunu belirtmiglerdir. Buna
karsin Sar1 ve Bozgeyikli (2002) 6zel egitim ile ilgi ders alarak farkli boliimlerden mezun olan
Ogretmen adaylarinin kaynastirma egitimine iliskin goériislerinde anlamli bir fark olmadigimni
belirtmistir. Cuhadaroglu (2011) tarafindan 6gretmen adaylar1 ve 6gretmenler lizerine yapmis
oldugu caligmada, biligsel esnekligin yordayicilarim arastirnms ve katilimcilarin 6grenim
gordiikleri boliimlerin biligsel esneklik diizeylerini etkilemedigini, bilissel esneklik 6l¢eginde en
yliksek puanin soézel boliimlerde Ogrenim goren katilimcilara ait oldugu belirtmigtir.
Aragtirmamizin bir diger degiskeni olan katilimcilarm stajlarinda kaynastirma 6grencisi olup
olmama durumuna goére kaynastirma egitimine yonelik goriislerinde anlamli farklilik ¢ikmmstir.
Alan yazinda yapilan caligmalarda da (Aker, 2014; Demir ve Agar, 2011; Temel, 2000)
caligmamizin bulgularini destekler niteliktedir. Bu manada, kaynastirma 6grencisi ile etkilesim
ve iletisime giren 0gretmen veya Ogretmen adaylarinin kaynastirma ogrencilerin egitimlerine
yonelik olumlu goriise sahip olduklarini sdyleyebiliriz. Ancak ¢alismamizda bilissel esneklik
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diizeylerinde anlamli bir farklihik ¢ikmadigindan, katilimcilarin staj uygulamalarinda
kaynastirma Ogrencisi olup olmamasimin biligsel esneklik diizeylerine etkisi olmadig
sOylenebilir.

Sonug olarak, alan stajlarinda kaynastirma 6grencisi bulunan 6grencilerin, kaynastirma
egitimine yonelik bakis agilarinin olumlu oldugunu ve kaynastirma egitimine yonelik bakis agisi
ile biligsel esneklik diizeylerinin birbirini pozitif yonde etkiledigini sdyleyebiliriz. Ayrica egitim
ortamlarinda gorev alacak iniversite Ogrencilerinin biligsel esneklik siireglerinin
gelistirilmesinin, gelecekte gorev alacaklar1 egitim ortamlaridaki kaynastirma dgrencilerinin,
ogrenmelerini gerceklestirmeleri acisindan da 6nemli oldugunu sdyleyebiliriz. Bununla birlikte,
calismanin egitimcilerle yapilarak, mezuniyet sonrasi biligsel esneklik siire¢lerinin incelenmesi
de onerilebilir.
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